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Tus Соукнхмкхт Or Bimar established the Mithila 
Institute of Post-Graduate Studies and Research in Sanskrit 
Learning at Darbhanga in 1951 with the object, inter-alia, 
to promote advanced studies and research in Sanskrit 
learning, to bring together the traditional Pandits with their 
profound learning and the modern scholars with their techni- 
que of research and investigations, to publish works of 
permanent value to scholars. This Institute is one of the five 
others planned by this Government аза token of their 
homage to the tradition of learning and scholarship for 
which ancient Bihar was noted. Apart from the Mithila 
Institute, three others have been established and have been 
doing useful work during.the last three or four years— 
Nalanda Institute of Research and Post-Graduate Studies in 
Buddhist Learning and Pali at Nalanda, К. P. Jayaswal 
Research Institute at Patna, and the Bihar Rashtra Bhasha 
Parishad for research and advanced studies in Hindi at 
Patna. In the establishment of the Mithila Institute the 
State Government received a generous donation from the 
Maharajadhiraja of Darbhanga for construction of the 
building on a plot of land also donated by him. 


Аз part of this programme of rehabilitating and 
re-orientation of ancient learning and scholarship, the editing 
and publication of this Volume has been undertaken with 
co-operation of scholars in Bihar and outside. The Govern- 
‘ment of Bibar hope to continut-to sponsor such projects 
and trust that this humble service to the world of scholar- 
hip and learning would bear frit in the fulness of time, 
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Preface 


The following pages present the posthumous studies on 
the History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila by the late Professor 
Dineshchandra Bhattacharya who was a specialist in the much 
neglected branch of Indology—Study of Mss, His contributions 
on the History of Vaidyaka, Dharmagastra, Navya-Nyaya and 
Sanskrit Grammar scattered in the pages of different scholarly 
journals will immortalise him. It was in his mature years that 
he began to systamatise the results of his studies. His Bengali 
work— Vahge Navya-Nydya-carca was well-received and fetched 
for him the much coveted ‘Rabindra Prize’ from the Govern- 
ment of West Bengal. 


Tt was a matter of gratification that he accepted my offer 
to write а volume on the History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila, 
He came to Mithila and examined the Manuscript Libraries of 
the Mithila Institute and Raj Darbhanga, thrown open to him. 
But the beckon from beyond impelled him to make hurry and 
he could not finish the work on the plan chalked out, Ніз 
health was deteriorating rapidly and he breathed his last soon 
after he handed the press copy of the present work over to me, 


The work, however, will show that the author collected 
every available material in India and abroad and gave his consi- 
dered and impartial verdict on the problems taken up. It may 
be hoped that it will serve ав an invitation to younger scholars 
to carry out further fruitful researches in the line. 


A few minor omissions and anachronisms may be noticed. 
But in the absence of the author, I thought it fit to preserve his 
text as itis, Interested scholars may refer to his above-men- 
tioned Bengali work for more details, The author. could not 


(8) 


add his Introduction which would have much enhanced the 
value of the Volume. 


Professor Bhattacharya's MS. collection, so often referred 
toin these pages, has, as it is reported, been donated to the 
Sanskrit Sahitya Parigad, Calcutta. 


I take the opportunity to thank all those, particularly the 
authorities of the Raj Library, Darbhanga, Asiatic Society, 
Bengal, Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, „Poona, and 
Sarasvati Bhavana, Banaras, who allowed the author to utilize 
the materials at their disposal, 


Talso like to record with thanks the help I received from 
Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Institute in carrying the work 
through the press and preparing the index for this volume. 


22-4-58 Р, L, Vaidya 
Darbhanga Director 
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HISTORY OF NAVYA-NYAYA IN MITHILA, 


CHAPTER | 
UDAYANACARYA AND HIS PREDECESSORS 


Mirna with her natural barriers and a compact social 
and cultural hierarchy has held her own through the millen- 
niums against disruptive forces, and has shed lustre right from 
the Vedic times in all phases of human knowledge. Her lite- 
тагу history has по parallel for its antiquity, diversity and con- 
tinuity. By far the greatest contribution, however, that Mithila 
has made to the philosophical literature of India is the 
Nyayadar$ana, or applied Logic with a very wide sphere of 
operation. This system is broadly. divided into two distinct 
schools, ancient and modern. In the following pages we shall 
attempt to give a brief account of the ample materials now 
available throtigh further spade-work on the history and biblio- 
graphy of Navya-Nyaya or the modern school of Indian Logic 
in Mithila." 

This modern schoolis commonly believed to have been 
founded. by. Сайдеба Upadhyaya, who only consolidated it. 
"The real founder is the great Udayanācārya, who had the 
supreme privilege of occupying the threshold to ring out the 
old and usher the new age by his monumental works. On the 


and а member of the Executive Service, was, curiously enough, the first. 
‘in the field and published the results of his unique labours in an 'excel- 
Зере paper ( History of Navya-Nyäya in Bengal, and Mithila : JASB, 1915, 
рр. 259-292 ). He was followed notably by MM. Dr. Gopinath Kaviraja, 
"who succeeded in unravelling many new facts ( Sarasvati Bhavana Studies, 
"Vol. Ш, pp. 81-157). Also 5. М. Sinba's History of Tirhüt, 1922, 
p. 108-88: App. A. Sanskrit writers of Mithila, la this book family | 
‘records were, consulted for the first time, Also Dr. Vidyabliusana's" 
History of Indian Logic, 1921, Part II. _ 


x 
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one hand Udayana’s Pariguddhi forms the last part of the sur- 
viving classics of the older school of the Nyaya popularly 
known as the Quadruplet or the Quintette?, and on the other 
his Kusumafijali is up-till-now a text-book of the Narya-Nyaya, 
Fortunately all his works are now available in print except a 
major portion of the Pariguddhi, These are :— 


1) Laksanavali (Vindhyesvariprasida’s ed., 1897, pp. 13), 

a Vaigesika manual, Its authenticity, which is sometimes ques- 
tioned, is proved bya reference in the Sarradarganasaigraha 
( Abhyankara's ed. p. 221: the verse cited is from the present 
work ) and by its several commentators viz, Se Sarigadhara 
+ (f. 1500 A. D. in the Nyayamuktarali, S, Gosvümin's ed., 
Benares, 1900, рр. 72), Bhatta Kefava of the Laugaksi family 
of Benares ( Ms. at Baroda : cf. Tanjore Cat. p. 4643 ), Mahā- 
deva Somayaji ( Mahadeva Punatimkara’s Ms. copy at Sara- 
svati Bhavana, Banares ) and Vigvanitha Jha of Darbhanga, Its. 
date of composition 906 Saka ( Чїй ) is recorded in one 
single Ms. dated 1708 Samvat ( No. 594 of Sarasvati Bhavana ). 


2) Laksanamala : this long-lost Nyáya manual of Udayana 
Ваз at last been discovered and published (Journal of Oriental 
Research, Madras, XIX. i. рр. 44-52). As there wasa later 


1, Two foremost Maithila scholars Vacaspati II and Sañkara refer to the 
older classics as giañ consisting of manendi, Thus— 
чощ! ай ш 
Фп аң этек я амада: | 
MATÊNG Tangi экер} 4 | 
feret ger aati manawa ofa: 
pidana Re emi 
steer I 


Abbayatilakopadhyaya in the Nyayalathara uses the happy term 
SMM adding the original Sutras to the list :—4fir praa- 


uds чїй: | (Rotograph preserved in the Mithila 
Institute). i 


Udayana and his Predecessors 3 


work of the same name by Sivaditya Міга the anonymous сору 
has been ascribed by the editor to the latter. But it is undoubt- 
edly the lost work of Udayana. The first verse is identical 
with that of the Gunahiranavali, and Sivaditya cannot possibly 
have borrowed Udayana’s verse to begin with. The learned 
editor has correctly noted that none of the numerous quotations 
from Sivaditya in the Chitsukhi-tika can be traced in the 
present work, We should add that both the quotations found 
in the Tarkikaraksa ( pp. 179 & 225) are exactly traced herein 
( pp. 46 & 50) and in both places the commentator Mallinitha 
clearly ascribes the present work to Udayana, The very first 
Sutra of this manual ( ачат: mur ) is quoted and refuted in 
the Khandana along with two others from the Kusumanjali, and 
‘Sankara Miéra correctly stated that it was taken from the 
Laksanamala of Nyayacarya (Sakai p. 146).  Sivaditya 
could have no claim to that title as against Udayana specially in 
Mithila in the tirones ‘of байката. This elementary manual 
should be introduced in seminariés with great benefit to 
«beginners. 


3-4) Atmatattrariveka or Bauddhadhikara and Nyaya- 
Kusumafjali, both published with commentaries in various 
editions. 


5) Nyayaparisista or Prabodhasiddhi, a separate comment- 
ary on the Sth chapter ofthe Nyayasütra, the most intricate 
portion of the book (edited with Vardhamana’s Prakasa by 
N. C. Vedintatirtha, Calcutta, 1938). In the last verse Udayana 
woefully laments that his exposition will hardly find a reader in 
a world devoid of intellectual eminence. 


6) Nyaya-vartika-tatparya-pariguddhi, better known as 
the Nibandha : About one-third of the book was published from 
the Asiatic Society with Vardhamana’s Prakaéa ( pp. 768 ). 

All the above six works of Udayana, it should be carefully 
noticed, are complete and ‘each of them ends suitably with con- 
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cluding verses. Only thé PariSuddhi ends with a closing phrase: 
(чї at бач) which is not metrical. ( Tanjore Cat., 
р. 4487). But the next work isa notable exception on this 
point. 


7) Kiranarali : the celebrated commentary on the Pragasta~ 
püda-Bhüsya upon which a vast literature flourished in Mithila 
and Bengal. It is, as is well-known, incomplete, and as far as 
available ends quite abruptly in the midst of the section on 
Buddbi in the second part of the Bhasya. There is not even 
the word gf at the end of the extant portion. The editor of 
the Varanasi edition ( Chowkh. ed., p. 340 ) is quite wrong in 
stating that the section on Buddhi ends along with the extant 
text of the Kiranavali, Аз a matter of fact, more than a third. 
of the section remains unexplained by Udayana and the parti- 
cular section of the Bhásya ends only on page 348 of that edition. 
Only two alternatives are possible here. Either Udayana left. 
it incomplete by sudden death or the last portion of the gloss. 
was lost due to unknown causes. The first alternative seems. 
to be more probable, though further investigation on the text 
of the Kiranawali is necessary. 


The chronological order of Udayana’s works (including 
Nos. 1-2, which may be taken as preparatory manuals ) is pro~ 
bably what we have given above. The Atmatattvariveka is 
cited by name in the Kusumartjali ( under V. 3), both of which 
are mentioned in the Kiranawali (рр. 103 & 147). The 
Pariguddhi cites the Kusumañjali ( S.B. Ms. No. 51, under II. 
i, fol, 58b & under П, ii foll. 63a & 66b. Also Baroda Ms. 
No. 1207 fol. 18a under У. ії), the Parisista ( under V. iii, 
Baroda Ms. foll. 7b, 10b & 16b) and the Atmatattrarireka 
(under П. i fol. 58b along with Kusumanjali : fester 
amit WETAN ranangga < waqñorarnmaraqqa- 
1. It is learnt that а further portion of the Kirandvali has recently been 
discovered and is being edited by Muni 5:1 Jambuvijayaji, 
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ar). Vachaspati cites Prafastapáda's elaborate definition of 
happiness under the caption чат: werifag: ( Tatparyatika, p. ` 
81). Udayana explains it in the Pariguddhi ( B.I, ed рр. 531- 
32), without referring to the Kiranavali, which evidently was. 
not yet written or planned. 


It is clear that Udayana wrote the independent treatises 
before the commentaries. We have left out Nos. 1-2 from this 
investigation, as they are to be taken as mere appendices to 
Nos. 6-7; both of them borrow benedictory verses from No, 6, 
which was composed evidently before them, 


UDAYANA BELONGED TO MITHILA 


For a proper understanding of Udayana’s great achieve- 
ment, it is necessary to ascertain the age and environments in 
which he lived. Though his provenance is not mentioned in 
his works, it is almost universally admitted by scholars that he 
belonged to Mithila. He lived in a village named Kariyona 
near the Railway station Kamataula, where his descendants are 
said to exist still with the surname ‘Acarya’ and the ruins of 
his seminary are still pointed ооё. Maithila scholars still 
narrate his anecdotes with delight. An Udayanacarita has 


1. Hist, of Tirhut, 1922, р. 174 fn. 2. Another less-known tradition is 
recorded in fn, 3. Vidyübhügama (l.c, p. 142) is quite wrong to mention 
Mañroni as his birth-place. All the local traditions about Udayana should 
be carefully collected and properly investigated. There was a famous 
Udayanācārya in the Bhaduri family of the Varendra Brahmanas of 
stated in their genealogical works to be author of the Kusu- 


Bengal, who 
тайдан, We quote a half-verse from an old Рай in our possess 
(fol. За) 
Rag, From sama Nama 
зрубати а: akeni sum | 


‘This widely current tradition is entirely baseless. This Udayana Bhaduri 
introduced certain reforms in the Vürendra community with the help of ' 
the famous KullükaBhatta sometime after the reign of Ballala Sena, He 
lived, therefore, late in the 13th cent. A. D, Moreover, Kusumañjali alone 
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been published (by M.M. Vindhyešvariprasada in the Introd. 
to the Nyayavartika, 1916) forming the 30th chapter of 
the Bharisyapurana-Pari$ista which is on the face of it a recent 
work. It narrates the interesting story of his academic contest 
with a Buddhist scholar who came to the royal court of Mithila 
with disciples and books for the purpose, Udayana came out 
successful in the debate which lasted for several days, and a 
miracle performed by the Buddhist before a Sálagrüma was 
countered by Udayana by a greater miracle, In the final ordeal 
they both jumped from the top of a palm tree in which 
Udayana escaped unhurt and the Buddhist died : Udayana was 
highly honoured by the Lord Jagannatha at Puri as His own 
incarnation and died a natural death in old age at Kasi, It is 
clearly stated that his descendants were still living in Mithila :- 


sent fraai g аң=ччияп fest: 1. 
fria: medam: coated 08 08 11 
A somewhat different version of the story was published 
‘by Vidyabhüsana (1. c., p. 142 : originally in the Journal of the 
Buddhist Text Society, 1896, Pt. I, pp. 20-21) probably from 
Tibetan sources. When the Buddhist died in the ordeal by 
jumping from the top of a hill, Udayana was stigmatised by the 
Lord Jagannatha as a murderer and died by self-burning, utter- 


ing the following verse, still widely current among scholars, 
addressing the Lord .— 


briad эпичапа ade | 

safety 89 wadi ач fofi: t 
‘and no other work is ascribed to him, The sharp fing at a ‘Gaudamimai- 
saka? in the Kusumaitjali itself (under III, 14) is a convincing proof that 
the author never belonged to Bengal. A clever Virendra scholar of the 
last century wrote (Laghubhdrata Vol. Ш, p. 160-61) about Udayana 


Bbaduri : 
8 wêradin aswan | 
dadan wes чы 8 waana, | ? 
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The Pauranic version of the story seems to be more reliable. 
Academic contests were the rule in those days; and Udayana’s 
contest with a proud Buddhist scholar in the presence of the 
king of Mithilà seems to be substantially true. 


We append below ап alphabetical list of authorities cited 
directly and indirectly by Udayana in his works. This list is 
obviously not exhaustive and the classical works—the Bhāsya, 
Vartika and Prafastapüdabhüsya as well as the names of Dig- 
naga and Dharmakirti are omitted. We have attempted to 
collect all available information about some of the prominent 
names in the list. 


АзхтапорнА: the name of this ancient author was 
traced by us in the Didhiti-tika of Rudra Tarkavagiga ( grand- 
son of Bhavananda Siddhantavágifa) of Navadvipa, who com- 
posed it about 1660 a.n? There are two references both on 
the denotation of a pronoun, It now appears that he is prob- 
ably identical with the author of the Vivarana-patjika, а com- 
mentary on the Bhasya, Vartika and Tatparya, In Udayana's 
Pariguddhi the comment of a previous commentator on the 
Tatparyatika is cited and refuted in the following passage 
чача eraming ii aral serge walaa aerer- 
anag | (pp. 145). 

(c£. Tatparyatika, Vizianagram ed., p. 6, line 7 ). Whether this 
isa reference to Aniruddha we cannot say. It is our conjec- 


1. Didhiti-Reudri is an extremely rare book: there is а unique Ms. copy 
preserved in the Alwar Maharaja’s Library. A complete transcript in 349 
folios was very kindly procured and lent to us by Mabarajakumar Dr. 
Raghubir Sinha of Sitamau. The two passages of Aniruddha are found in 
fol. 21b & 22a. For Rudra’s date and works vide our Bengali book Vange 
Nauyanyayacarct рр. 144-47. For Aniruddha’s newly discovered com- 
mentary vide Dr. J. S. Jetly’s paper in the Journal of the Oriental Institute 
of Baroda, Dec. 1954 to March 1955, pp. 240-44. It is really surptising 
that a 17th century scholar of Navadvipa could mention the long-lost name 
of anvancient authority on the Nyaya, who probably preceded Udayana, 
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ture that the following passage of the Pariguddhi ( fol. 94b. 
under I, і. 40) may be a reference to Aniruddha :—w uw 


бча eiat Tatik re нуд эчең 1 


KowpALKARA: In the whole history of Indian Logic 
there is only one author Sridharácarya who definitely stated 
the date of composition of his major and only surviving work, 
the Nyayakandali, and the date 913 Saka (991-2 A. D.) is 
happily beyond any dispute. Rajagekhara, a Jaina scholar, 
wrote a sub-commentary on the Nyayakandali in 1226 Saka 
(1304 A.D.). He stated that the first commentary on the 
Pragastapadabhasya is the Vyomarati, the second one the Nyaya- 
handali and the third one is Udayane’s Kiranarali, In other 
words Sridhara of Bengal preceded Udayana, This chrono- 
logical order is exactly corroborated by internal evidence abun- 
dantly found in the three great Vaifesika classics. Though 
"Udayana has not referred to Sridhara or his work by name he 
"undoubtedly consulted his work and refuted his views at every 
step in the Kiranarali, 

(i) Vadindra explains the line wem: m 

(Kiranavali, Chowkh. ed., p. 5) as a refutation of $ridhara- 
1. Vizianagram ed., р. 331. Іа the introd. (р. 22, fn. 5) the editor notes 
and rejects a variant ‘vargibde’ for ‘Sakabde’. The variant is manifestly 
wrong, for the word ‘varga’ is a synonym of the word ‘abda’ and can by no 
stretch of exegesis be taken to mean the "VikramaSamvat, Rajabekhara’e 
passage is cited in the Introd., pp. 19-20. Vide also Peterson’s third Report. 
1887, p. 273). For Sridhara’s account vide our Bengali work Vange 
Navyanyayacharcha р. 6-8. Не belonged to à village named Bhürisrgti still 
existing in the Hughli district of West Bengal. §cidhara’s profound 
scholarship in all the six systems of philosophy, so much in evidence in 
‘his extant work, turned his native place into a famous seat of learning in 
Eastern India. Krgna Mira, the court poet of Chandella Kirtivarma, 
‘about a century after Sridhara describes Mr. Pride of his immortal drama 
Prabodhachandrodaya as an inhabitant of this very birth-place of Sridhara, 
Evidently the poet’s attack was directed against a proud scholar, may be, 
vof Sridhara’s own family, 
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carya aft MATT TAPE - aces: (Bl ей, 
р. 622 about to be published ). Vádindra ( f. about 1225 
A. D. ) is the earliest commentator on the Kiranavali so far 
available, 


(ii) Sridhara’s well-known views about tamas, which he care- 
fully recorded thrice in the Калдай (рр. 9, 179, 240). 
apparently as his own, were discussed in the Kiranavali. 
(BIL Ed., pp. 111-12) and Vardhaména definitely states here 
pirat, Vardhamána vouches for the Kandali- 
Kata’s priority to Udayana also in the Gunapraka$a 
(8. B. Ed., p. 77 vide Kiranavali, Ben, Ed., p. 204 ). 


(ii) The line st maatasa 904 iq 1 + (чач ( p. 110 ) 


is also exactly taken from the Kandali ( p. 9, last line ). 


(iv) Similarly the line чата Aafa Sw of 
the Kiranavali ( p. 58 ) refers to the Kandali (pp. 4, 11, 
13-14). 


(0) In the section on akata ( Kiranavali, Ben. Ed., p. 109 ) 
we find sà carat 
абаа, ag afna: | This is also а clear reference to 
the Kandali ( р. 60 ) as stated by the late Mm, V. P. Dube. 
( vide Intr, to the Nyayakandali, рр. 21-22 ). 


(vi) In the section on Prthivi in the Kandali (p. 31) we read :— 
Temenana: gear: аа f$ sem ? mme epe 
Wei ake fered oftware 
This argument is exactly reproduced in the Kirapzali 
( Ben, Ed., p. 52, B. 1, Ed., р. 224) with the heading smc 
эп and refuted. Mathuranatha  Tarkavagia in bis 
Dravyakiranavalirahasya (Ms No. 139 of the Cal. Sans, 
College, fol. 88a) comments here—arqeitartrt THREF 
Ranga ahi 


Mathurānātha must have had access to an unknown source: 
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in the present case, as he is not borrowing either from 
Vardhamána or Padmanābha, both of whom are silent on 
the point. 


(vii) In the second part (Gunakhanda) of his book also Udayana 
controverts the views of the Kandali in several places, For 
instance we read on page 160 :—eqaraftra Term tma 
ччайат serge ua ябаа zf g кїтє н AT- 

1 This is a clear reference to the Kandali 
(p.94) and Udayana’s manner, of refutation seems to 
suggest that he had contact with Sridhara’s pupils. 


viii) The passage st g айа «чие ава (Kiranavali, р. 176) 
is also a refutation of the Kandali (р. 104). Compare 
also p. 266 of the Kiranavali (ag... айча) with the 
Калдай ( p. 179). 


It should be mentioned here that Sahkara Migra in the 
Kanadarahasya stated three cases where the views of the 
Kandali are refuted in the Kiranavali and in every case the 
views controverted belong not to the Kandali at all but to the 
Vyomavati: Vide Kanadarahasya ( pp. 81, 82 & 86) and the 
Vyomavatl ( pp. 488, 494 & 502). The fact remains, however, 
that Sridhara’s priority to Udayana was quite well-known in 
añkara?s times. 


Before the publication of the Kandali it was the opinion 
‘of MM. Vindhyeévariprasida that Udayana preceded Sridhara, 
“who wrote the Kandali on the basis of the Kiranavali ( Introd,, 
1941 V.S. р. 25). Subsequently he held the view that they 
‘were contemporaries and made a statement, which is on the 
face of it almost absurd, that they cited each other's views 
(Introd. to the. Kandali, pp. 20-22). Asa matter of fact the 
two instances of Sridhara’s citation from Udayana referred to 
here ( ibid. p. 21 f. n. 3) are quite wrong. In the first instance 
Sridhara states that according to some scholars ( and Udayana 
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is not certainly one of them) the age-difference between the 
young and the old is caused not by the time-element but by the 
number of revolutions of the sun’ ( Kandali p. 64 )—a view 
ascribed in the Lilavati (р. 283) to the Bhüsana and found. 
already cited in the Vyomavati (р. 343 ) and the Таёратуайка 
of Vacaspati ( p. 280 ). In the second instance (Kandali p. 119). 
itis Udayana who violently criticises (р. 204 ) Sridhara — 
ятып ачатВгетеетнї afent st. Sridhara has nowhere 
referred to the peculiar views of Udayana, who proves himself 
to be far more advanced and intricate in his arguments than. 
Sridhara, for instance on the subject of the perceptibility of 
Vayu ( Kiranavali, pp. 82-84, Kandali p.46). Nevertheless 
eminent scholars relying on the statement of the late MM, 
believed that Sridhara lived to refute the views of Udayana 
(Keith: Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921, p. 32 : also S, B. 
Studies, Vol. II, pp. 111-12 ). 


KASIKAKARA : A passage of ће Atmatattvaviveka ( B. 1, 
ed., р. 837 af£ ччічбауі чае and cf. also Kiranavali, p. 101 and 
Nyayalilavati, Chowkh. ed., рр. 260-61) refers according to 
Sañkara Mira to Kasikakara i, е, Sucarita Miéra, author of the 
Kagika on the Slokavartika. The variant КарікаКага is evi- 
dently wrong, as we are unable to trace the passage in Vácas- 
pati’s Nyayakaniha, Moreover, this Kagikakara is cited also by 
Ratnakirti in two of his tracts—I$varasadhanadisana (р. 42 y 
and Vyaptinirnaya (p.99) and Ratnakirti elsewhere cites. 
Vácaspati's Kaņikā separately.* 


VsowastvAoRRYA :—Udayana in the Kiranavali (р. 114) 

while explaining the argument establishing ‘time’ as a separate: 
entity quotes the following passage :— 
Т, Vide Ratnakirtinibandhavali edited by Anantalal Thakur, Also: 
J. B. R.S, XXXVII, Pt. 3-4. Prof. Thakurs paper "Ratnakirti and his 
"works" (р. 4 of Reprint). The lower limit of Sucarita's date is now fixed 
at 1000 A. D. before the times of Udayana and Ratnakirti. These tracts óf 
Ratnakirti throw a flood of light on a dark age, : 
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amare? аяп waqsa tered sieaa faa: | 


The reference is evidently to Vacaspati (cf. Tatparyatika, р. 
280 wf aera Q «чата, 
gema). But curiously enough Vardhamana in his gloss 
here definitely identifies this Acarya with Vyomasivactrya* 
and not Vacaspati This can only be explained by the 
assumption that according to Vardhamana Vacaspati came 
after Vyomegiva. It should be noted in this connection 
that а careful study of the relevant passages of the Vyomavati 
(pp. 342-43), Kandali ( pp. 64; 168-9), Tatparyatika (рр. 
280-1) and Lilavati (р. 283), seems to show that all the 
scholars including Vacaspati attempted here to meet a 
familiar argument ascribed in the Lilavati to the Bhüsana ( of 
Bhasarvajiia) :-—a «t mennaf agaa aE- 
esci agawa; eft чар. Vyomasiva preceded both Udayana 
and Sridhara, Let us give some references on the point. On 
р. 46 of the Kandali the views ofa scholar ( kagcit ) on the 
perceptibility of vayu is refuted. The views belong to Vyoma- 
diva (pp. 272-4). Udayana ( pp. 82-84) mainly agrees with 
Śridhara here but criticises one of his arguments: «rem 
aa saad | agagah et дең On p. 52 of the Kandali the 
grammatical explanation of the word feed is а direct answer 
+o Vyomasiva’s objection (p.300). The views of ‘eke’ on 
p. 134 & 136 are exactly taken from the Vyomavati ( pp. 474, 
A411 ). The scathing criticism of the solution of an ‘un-schooled’ 
intellectual ( Kandali p. 147) is also directed against Vyomagiva 
(р. 490). Compare also p.200 of the Kandali sA g with 
„563 of the Vyomavati; here also Udayana agrees with 
Зава On р. 392 of the Vyomavati a temple apparently 
built by a contemporary monarch named Sriharga is referred to 
by way of illustration : gd «gefuft sm! This monarch can- 
not certainly be identical with the great-Hargavardhana, who 


i. Vardhamins' gloss is corrected in the errata as ‘Vyomaŝikhāchārya? 
‘put the reading 'Vyomáfivachatyz' is found in a Ms, of Kiragavaliprahaéa. 
preserved in the Vaigiya Sahitya Parigád, Calcutta ( fol. 61b ). 


: 
| 
| 
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‘reigned about four centuries before Srldbara, The latter's 
„scathing remarks about Vyomadiva ( Kandali pp. 146-47 ) point 


normally to a contemporary scholar, slightly senior to him, We 
are inclined, therefore, to identify the monarch with Sriharga- 
deva of Malava, the grandfather of the famous Bhojadeva. 
"This Sriharga’s known dates range from 1005 to 1029 V. S. 
(948-72 л. D.) The Vyomavati was written about 950 4. р. 
and quickly circulated among scholars of the different parts of 
India through the patronage of the Malava king. Vyomašiva 
was the pupil of a very distinguished scholar, who had written 
anumber of dialectical tracts mainly against Buddhist views 
{ vide Vyomavati pp. 46, 189, 308, 399, 546, 557, 565, 584 & 
586 ). Unfortunately his name is not mentioned by Vyomativa, 
A saint Vyomagiva is abundantly eulogised in vv. 22-42 of the 
Ranod stone inscription ( Ep. Ind., T, pp. 351-61) and it has 
been suggested that he is identical with the present author 
(Introd, to Tarkasahgraha G.O.S., p. ХІХ ; also LH.Q., X, рр. 
165-6 ). But the undated inscription has been assigned to the 
end of the 10th or the beginning of the 11th cent. A.D. and 
unless the date is pushed back by half a century the identifica- 
tion cannot stand, It has been suggested ( Journ. G. Jha R. L. 
Vol, Ш, р. 44) that the date of the inscription along with that 
of Vyomagiva and his patron Hargavardhana is about 645 4. D. 
more than three centuries before the date indicated by paleo- 
graphy. This is on the face of it impossible and places the 
numerous authorities cited by Vyomasiva ( Dharmakirti, Kumā- 
sila, Prabhakara and others) even before 500 a. р, of which 
we have not the slightest evidence yet discovered, Avantivarman 
mentioned in the inscription is not the Maukhari king, but 
the Kafmir monarch who reigned in the 9th century a. p. The 
statement that Vyomasiva’s views on Mokga have been cited by 
Mandana and the Jaina scholar Akalahka cannot be substans 
tiated. 

а JAwa$RI : Udayana wrote the Atmatattvavivéka to meet” 
the arguments of Buddhist scholars and. among them by far the 
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greatest target of his attack was Jňānaśrī. Though he is men- 
tioned by name only once іп the book (ВІ. ed., p. 292.) we 
gather from Sahkara Migra’s commentary that he is cited and 
refuted more than а dozen times ( 289, 292-3, 317, 356, 367, 
371, 436, 453, 464-5, 489-90 & 841). The Armatattvaviveka 
is the very first work of Udayana and it should be carefully 
noted that the first stroke of his genius was brought forth by 
his conflict with the last and the greatest dialectician among 
Buddhist logicians viz. Acarya Jiianagrimitra—a fact which is 
now entirely forgotten. The following facts about Jfánaéri 
(who should not be confused with the Kashmirian Jianaéri- 
bhadra ) should be carefully considered. As many as twelve of 
his dialectical treatises in original Sanskrit have been discovered 
їп Tibet and their photographs are now preserved in the Bihar 
Research Society. These are чт теат, sara; Renata, 
acm, saraba, RATT, SEY, FIAT 
fafa, afi, ara, апетае and arenga. Except 
aervercerarafafz, a small tract of only 6 folios, none of his works 
nor any of the numerous works of his disciple Ratnakirti have 
been translated into Tibetan. This proves that a period of 
decadence has already set in among the Buddhists and that they 
were losing in the intellectual fight with their opponents. This 
is one of the reasons why Buddhism soon perished in India. 

JSanaéri’s masterpiece is the waqwaq and this was 
sharply attacked by Udayana in his youthful zeal in a masterly 
way. We shall refer here to one brilliant stroke of Udayana as 
an illustration. JHánaíri summarises his arguments in favour 
of the theory of momentariness by the logical method of 
difference in one single verse :— 


‘+1. Anantalal Thakur : Jifanagrimitra and His works—JBR8, Buddha- 
Jayanti Special Issue, pp. 186-92; 


f 
f 
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"This verse is quoted by Udayana in the Pariŝuddhi ( B. I. Ed. 
p. 713 : aga mafia ) and by Ratnakirti ( Tracts, p. 62) under 
the caption чҹта9:. But in the Atmatattvaviveka it is fully 


' answered with remarkable banter and biting criticism and hur- 


led back at its author with the change of three words :— Taat 
fafa gk... metha ( B. I. Ed. р, 423). As typical instances 
of Udayana's early style we reproduce two of his remarks under 
this topic arta mia: fex я 34 Ned mafaqafu TE Ц... 
БТ. || Jñanaériis also cited 
by Udayana in the Pari$uddhi under Ш. ii. 17 :—=rdisaage- 
Asa mater. TREP aa ап l. gaama 
THAN rangan: afirman | (Chap, 
3, fol. 13а). 1 is wonderful how apparently with maturity of 
age and scholarship Udayana gives up his bantering style alto- 
gether. Even а banter of Jiíanobri which he carefully repro- 
duces here (af aaaea Anami diagagi 
afmaak (ib. fol. 13b) could not bring out a retort from 
him. His answer was simple and dignified ( аўч mareka 
eder area). Itis our conjecture that Jñanaári was alive 
‘when the Atmatattvaviveka was composed, but he was dead 
when the Pariguddhi was written. -That may have been another 
reason for Udayana to adopt a sober style. 

JBanagri, according to Tibetan evidence, was born in 
Gauda and wasa pillar of Vikramaŝilā in Magadha, ( Vidya- 
bhusana, p.341). When Naropanta just before his death 
visited Vikramagila. (in 1038 a. D.) "he leaned on the right 
arm of Аба while Jřānaśrīmitra helped him with his left arm" 
(Indian Pandits in Tibet, 1893, p. 21). This proves that 
Jřňānaśrī was junior in age to Naropanta and was a true contem- 
porary of Atia or Dipahkara Śrijňāna (982-1055 a. ».). Ву 
“all circumstances of age, attainments and provenance, therefore, 
Jřānaśri was a formidable opponent of Udayana, whose emi- 
nence їп the field of scholarship sprang from a desire to refute 
this Buddhist Philosopher and incidentally the first inception of 
the modern school of Logic resulted from the conflict. * 
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Triuocana: He was the professor (бү according to 
Vardhamüna ) of Vacaspati as stated by himself ( Tatparya, 
p.81). Udayana informs us that though a considerable 
literature based on the standard work Vartika had been existing 
before Vacaspati ( Pariguddhi, p. 9 : яп fre. we) they 
fled miserably because the vigorous Vartika tradition had 
Jong vanished. It wes Trilocana who revived it. Jmünaéri at 
the end of his masterpiece regarded him as one of the great 
pillars of Indian Logic :—(.B.RS,, XXXVI, pt. 1-2) 


зир saraq ч БАП a, AAN 3t 
Эя пч venenfengent aS я: Il 
‘Actual passages from Trilocana were hitherto almost untrace- 
“ble in the classical works, Only one reference to him we 
could trace in the Pariguddhi under Ш. ii. 17, where Vacaspati’s 
passage beginning with af arta ( р. 388, last line ) is, accord- 
ing to Udayana, ( fol. 12b ), а refutation of Trilocana, A much 
more important reference is found in the following passage of 
Nyayasüravicüra by Bhatta Raghava (Ms. No. 65 of the 
Sarasvati Bhavana, dated 1252 a, п. ) :— g TAr RUTa 
sse аат (radna free aAa dhan efe ач. 
атаач qq Preinan dadaran ) Вата — 19 Rafit | ( fol. 39a, the por- 
tion within brackets is restored in the margin : vide Nyayasara 
ВІ. ed. p. 13). This makes Trilocana earlier than Bhasarvajfia. 
Many important facts are now available about Trilocana 
from recently published Buddhist works. In Ratnakirti’s 
Sarvajtiasiddhi (р. 18) there isa quotation from Trilocana’s 
Nyayaprakimaha, In Durveka Мига?з Dharmottarapradipa 
( Patna, 1955 ) there is a long quotation from Trilocana’s 
Nyayabhasyatika (pp. 173-74) ending with the enigmatic 
phrase ated wandea dama А Karpata in 
Tags! probably points to his place of origin in the Капуа coun- 
tey of South India, The most important discovery at the present 
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moment is the fact that Trilocana’s masterpiece was named 
the Nyayamaiijari, probably identical with the Bhasyafika cited. 
above. His distinguished pupil Vacaspati in his earliest work 
the Nyayahatika distinctly mentions it in his obeisance to his. 
professor in verse 3 at the beginning : 
эшпейт rerit aN BTL | 
mR пайа fred жй да! 

That this cannot Бе а reference to Jayanta’s celebrated work 
will be convincingly proved by the following evidence. Ratna- 
Kirti wrote all his works as abridgments of larger works of his. 
teacher Jňānaśri* There isa quotation from Trilocana in a 
tract of Ratnakirti ( B. I. ed. p. 58, Patna ed., p. 79 ) which is 
exactly borrowed from }йапафг?з Ksanabhangadhyaya. But the 
latter refers it to the author of the Nyayamattjari ( uda аң 
катачы: mg ). In a subsequent passage also Jñanašri clearly 
indicates that the Nyayamaiijari is а work of Trilocana (am 
ae Aada carte Qtaamñana:—=m ч eave... 

fol, 15а), In his Igvaravadadusana Jňānaśrī quotes again from. 
the Mañjari of Trilocana ( eral Aaa: grag fol. 22b).2 It 
will now be quite clearly understood that Aniruddha’s nume- 
rous reference to the Mattjari ( J.O,I., Baroda, Dec. 54-March. 
55, pp. 241-44 ) are not to Jayanta at allas mistaken by the 
learned Doctor but to Trilocana, The first two important 
references by Aniruddha are under the Sütras П. i, 20-21 which. 
are not even touched by Jayanta, Aniruddha refers to Tri- 
locana by name separately, but he does not seem to be 
acquainted with Jayanta or his work. It should also be carefully 
noted that none of the Buddhist scholars ever referred to 


т. Anantalal Thakur : Ratnakirti and His Works, J,B.R.S,, Vol. XXXVII. 

2. We are indebted to Prof. Anantalal Thakur of the Mithila Insttüle- 
for kindly drawing our attention to these passages discovered by him. 
after painful search. The photographs of these valuable -works аге 
preserved in the Bihar Research Society. (vide Prof, Anantalal Thakur's | 
notes on Guru Trilochana in J.B.R.S., Vol. XLI, pt, IV, рр; 508-10 & 
IG, Vol, XIV. No. 1. pp. 36-40), A 
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Jayanta or his work, He was almost unknown in Eastern India, 
the venue of the great intellectual conflict between the Bud- 
dhists and the Tirthikas, A well-known definition of the term 
Vyapti (атаач: dasar) is really of Trilocana ( Moksakara's 
Tarkabhasa, p. 23 ). 


RamsasTert : According to Šañkara Міга Udayana refuted 
the views of this Buddhist scholar in two places in the Atma- 
tattuaviveka (ВІ. ed., pp. 435 & 462). Both the passages аге 
traceable in the Chitradvaitasiddhi, a tract of Ratnakirti men- 
tioned by himself in the Ksanabhangasiddhi (ВІ. ed., p. 71, 
Patna ed., p.90) and published recently from Patna (vide 
Ratnakirtinibandhavali, 1957, ). Ratnakirti was a prolific writer. 
Besides the ten works published he wrote at least three more, 
anentioned by himself, which are yet to be discovered, His 
works were mostly abridged from the elaborate and larger 
treatises of his teacher Janagri : as stated by himself at the end 
of Ње Sarvajttasiddhi ( p. 28 ) that work was but a summary by 
‘worthy’ Ratnakirti who was frightened at the prolixity of his 
teacher (QY яя afe Raana: 0)? This proves 
that Jñanaéri reached the peak in the dialectics of the Buddhist 
Logic and he lived to witness the fright of his worthy pupil 
“who failed to meet the trenchant criticisms of Udayana against 
his own teacher, For itis our conjecture that like Jiianaéri 
Ratnakirti was alive when the Atmatattvaviveha was written. 
Instead he only gratified himself by reproducing the arguments 
of Jňānaśri against Vacaspati. The latter’s brilliant advice to 
his Buddhist opponent for ‘silence’ ( Tatparya, р. 115) is 
answered by Ratnakirti ( B. 1, ed. p. 64 ) evidently in the lang- 
uage of Jriána£ri, but the retort of Udayana remains unanswered, 
Udayana’s sarcastic reference to Jianaéri’s lessons to his ‘sense- 
less’ pupil is evidently meant as a fling at Ratnakirti. 

ЕАлкшарАрх : а Buddhist logician cited by Ratnakirti 

= (Patna ed. p. 96). He preceded Vacaspati. For under V. ii. 3 


1. Introduction, Ratnakirtinibandhavali. 


i 


‚ accepts the latter view ( fol. 2a of Chap. V of the Parisuddhi :. 
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Vacaspati (p. 496) quotes an unnamed opponent ( agarrat ` 


qt) and refutes his arguments with the concluding remarks :— 
send auf sm fread я чып, 
wagers. The same phrase also occurs under V.i. 17 
(p.481). There is little doubt that in both the places the 
reference isto this hitherto unknown Buddhist scholar, who 
probably belonged to a royal family. 


ЗАхАтаза : Sañkara Miéra in his Vadivinoda (р. 2 ) refers 
to this scholar, according to whom a debate ( katha? ) is four- 
fold and not three-fold as almost universally regarded. The 
selfsame view of Sánitani is also referred to by Vacaspati 
Mira П in the Tattvaloka (fol. 82а) and the Nyaratnaprakaga: 
(fol.34a)as traced by us. It now appears that both Ѕайкага 
and Vacaspati derived their information from the following 
illuminating passage of the Parifuddhi under I. ii. 1 :— ее 
Затта чы: man: | я Agengan Pradana ( {141% ) sea 
amen чая! gewann agak sarati 
Ward: | ue чата garai sf атп: 1 Z fr че fa fee 
frag 1 (fol. 95Ь: vide Tatparya, р. 215). This proves that 
Sanatani was an ancient Acarya who preceded Vacaspati and. 
belonged to Bengal. Under V. i. 1 there isa discussion as to 
what is the gist of the whole chapter. According to Sanatani 
&c. it is scrutiny (pariksa?) and according to others, includ- 
ing presumably Vacaspati ( p. 473 ) it is definition. Udayana 


wuah aq: ). Vardhamina in Һе Tattvabodha elaborately 
brings out the arguments in favour of the former view charac- 
terising it as the older one (fol. За :—aa ятчтбна та). Under 
V. i, 32 again Vardhamāna has a long and interesting discussion. 


as to why the Sūtrakāra defined ‘anityasama’ before “nityasama”” 


by changing the order of his own list (in V. i.1). Two for- 
mer views on the intricate point are stated and rejected by 
Vardhamana, who gave his own explanation in the matter ( foll. 
57-58 ), which as far as we know, is not touched by any other 
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«commentator, At the conclusion he raised the question whether 
the Bhāşyakāra was really responsible for this change of order 
and not the Sūtrakāra. On the authority of ancient dcdryas 
like Sànàtani Vardhamàna positively asserted that it was done 
by the Sūtrakāra himself —sta mameta mafirqqai stg a 
алса xu f я amal Aia maña xf qus 
amafrstiicafirarm, || So the supreme authority of this 
ancient scholar of Bengal, who must have written a commentary 
on the Nyayadargana, was still recognised in the times of 
 Vardhamana, 


Śnīvarsa : was the professor of Udayana himself, This 
important fact, which was quite unknown till recently, is now 
revealed through an examination of the unpublished portion of 
the Parifuddhi, Udayana begins each chapter of the Parišuddhi 
with a prayer verse (vide Tanjore Cat. рр. 4483-87). But the 
second chapter has the following additional verse :—* 


Aaaa тт E u 
It isa fact that Vacaspati’s commentary is expansive on the 
first chapter (forming about half of the whole book ), where 
his profound exposition has been aptly described by Udayana 
as desert-springs. Udayana likewise exhausted his scholarship 
upon this chapter and disposed of the rest very briefly ( the last 
four chapters of the Pariguddhi together comprising only 62 
folios out of a total of 165 ) after taking lessons, it now appears, 
from Srivatsa. There are five quotations from Srivatsa in the 
Pariguddhi, The first one under IL. i. 68 runs :—( fol, 58b of 


1. The reading in the Tanjore Ms. ( Cat., p. 4484 )is corrupt. We have 

given above the reading found in two Mss. (No. 49 & 51) of the 

Sarasvati Bhavana, Varanasi, which agrees with that ofthe older copy 

(1501 Vikrama Samvat ) preserved in rotograph in the Mithila Institute; 
1. except that for #41 in tlie last line it reads «91. 
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Ms. No, 51 of the Sarasvati Bhavana ) ag qeg} arsarqtca- 
aria атти enu ‚инн Talag Әб) a ate 
“я qd аца ап TET би ач deerme” ft (amara 
Te ame ) їн: | зтїгєб—ятяпеа{ че аа qur naka 
әп! amddi ta 1 Srivatsa is here finding fault with 
Vacaspati exactly quoting his words, which are defended by 
Udayana, So Srivatsa was definitely junior to Vacaspati, Under 
IL ii. 1 ( fol. 59а ) Srivatsa answers the'charge of overlapping 
of matter in the two parts of the chapter. The next quotation 
from Srivatsa is as follows :—( from a Ms. in our possession : 
also fol. 6ab of the rotograph, chapter III) 


vd quf wedharan «Руа: | xf Tia, sta 209и: 
arrenttretertan fra: ататетуатаї carer q ae TE- 
aie, ca, TATANAN serene 
йч fene aradan + апат rerehane 
Arona, йат тїт «пачата, ife inia ae 
жол! Treaties niir aigi anakanak: fis g 
Чач оч | aa бЕйЧЇ я<аштатапеич@п атай stam faf: | ағас 
бйз айт яд: reat fg Ф атат: я siqita 
RARA я 8 saga SANTA: AT T DE < NIANA TTA- 
яшай ҷа 1 aiima ааа f (UN ) safira 
frena frear anaa Taksi saka 
mia m, eei бааз ат атата seca mamat | чыттїтйч 


тон! Aaaa Rg igi п ( fol. 7b, 
under Ш. i. 27; cf. Tatparyatika, Vizia. Ed., р. 363) 


The topic of consistent relation between the different 
Prakaranas forming a chapter, dealt with here, marks a distinct 
improvement upon Vacaspati’s gloss, where it is not touched. 
upon. Udayana reproduces the arguments of Srivatsa here with 
„approval. In е next quotation under Ш. ii, 66 ( Tatparya. - 
р. 409 ) Srivatsa. finds out-a fallacy not detected by Vacaspati 
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and here again Udayana seeks to defend укшан bya simple 
addendum :—{fol. 18a of the rotograph) 
айти: | TA 


аі 
writ «б g fatada: | In the last quotation under V. ii. 1 
Srivatsa finds fault, this time, with the Sūtrakāra for the absence 


of compound in the Satra and here again Udayana answers his 
objection : ( fol. 16а of Baroda Ms, of chapter V : the name of 
Srivatsa is omitted in the rotograph, fol. 7) wranggana 
Rada: Ragen wert TK Bana aaa TA 
amanah AT | Ariana «ааст aa 
Чапачтуш sara: || Whether Udayana has quoted these passages 
from any written work of Srivatsa or from his verbal lessions it 
isnot possible to determine at present. As no quotation of 
Srivatsa is traceable anywhere else up till now it may be con- 
jectured that Srivatsa, who presumably like his distinguished 
pupil belonged to Mithila, did not write any book. 


УАодврлт : Wrote the Bhamati, one of the classical works 
of the Saikara school of the Vedanta, towards the end of his 
life. He mentioned therein all the previous works of his own 
in the following order : 


Of these ‘seven works the second Tattvasamiks2, a commentary 
on the pre- Sankara Vedanta work of Mandana named Brahma- 
siddhi, is lost. The rest raises Vacaspati to a position of supreme 
authority in all the five systems of Indian philosophy (omitting 
the VaiSesika which was ignored by him )—a position quite 
unique in the whole history of Indian culture, We are con- 
cerned here only with his Nyaya work, the Tatparyatika, which 
earns for him in the field of Indian Logic the title of Tikakara 
or better Tatparyacarya,* both used by Udayana, His success 
in this single work was quite extraordinary, as he pushed out 


1. Thakur ; Tatparyacarya, J.A.5.B., Vol, XVII., 1951, pp. 240-43. 
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"ОЁ existence all the previous works upon the Bhdsya or the 
Vartiha, Andit isa long list as we can gather from recent 
"discoveries? Among those who controverted Buddhist views 
and wrote commentaries, like Udyotakara, on the Bhasya 
Priticandra and Bhāvivekta preceded Dharmakirti and Avid- 
dhakarpa came after him ( vide Vadanyaya with comm., 1936, 
Pp. 88, 96, 140 & 142 : also 35, 40, 78, 92 & 109). Durveka 
mentions three later names Adhyayana, author of the Rucitika 
"C Dharmottarapradipa, p. 175), Trilocana (pp. 173-4 ) and 
Viévarüpa (p.175). All their works have perished due to 
Vacaspati’s pre-eminence. 


Vacaspati undoubtedly belonged to Mithila. We mention 
two local traditions. According to some he belonged to the 
village Makaranda in Mithila.? According to а note left by 
“Chanda Jha, the famous poet of Mithila., Vacaspati belonged to 
the village ает within the Pargana Frame now situated 
in Saharsa district forming the eastern boundary of Darbhanga, 
"There is a couplet of Chanda Jha, where eight adjacent villages, 
including Badagam, are mentioned as the place of Vacaspati 
UTI энде waq Зете A чети! 
afar aa sure эйатчебтпи U 
"The names of all the villages, it is curious to notice, begin with 
the same letter. Vacaspati’s place of origin in Mithila can be 
confirmed from internal evidence found in his works, For ins- 
tance, in the Nydyakanika (p.301) asan illustration of an 
intricate argument occurs the following remarkable passage :— 
я ag TAA sere some: Reve? amara 1 Silihrada, 
which must have beena famous place in Vacaspati’s times is 
difficult to identify now. It was the birth-place of Madhavakara, 


1. Thakur ; Introduction : Ratnakirtinibandhavali. 

2. Sahitya-Parigat-Patrika, Calcutta, Vol. 11 (1904 A.D. ), р, 75 "The 
story of Vacaspati and his wife named Bhāmati is related in this paper. 
"We are not aware. where the village is situated. The next tradition seems 
‘to be more reliable. E 
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afamous Vaidyaka author who is usually claimed as a Bengali 
and lived about 900-925 A, D Presumably Vacaspati lived 
somewhere between Pataliputra in Magadha and Silahrada in 
Bengal, There cannot be any doubt that Vacaspati was а native 
of Eastern India. In the Bhamati under I, iii. 1 Vacaspati men- 
tions an unusual word ‘Hadi’ in the following passage :— 

Rag amamah эяйгатей Ф ED g 
aeia яй! The word is explained 
in the Kalpataru аз а wooden frame with holes to bind crimi- 
nals by the leg (чя g qrafa fake била maa qafe:). In 
this peculiar sense the word is still used in Mithila. The only 
lexicon where the word occurs is the Sabdamala of Rameévara 
(efè: amer aÑ ), from which it was borrowed in Wilson's 
dictionary and the Sabdahalpadruma. Vacaspati’s peculiar 
verdict ( Tatparyatika, р. 346) on mustard oil, respected in 
Bengal and Mithila, may also be regarded as a corroboration of 
his Maithila origin. 

VaAoaseat?s TATRON : At the end of the Bhamati Vacaspati 
paid a glowing tribute to a monarch named N R G A, who was 
reigning when that work was finished, The panegyric in a 
couple of verses though oft-quoted is reproduced below as it 
requires to be carefully analysed now under a new light. 

этет serere FATT THR ST | 

megni: «а пейер IK 

era aangenaam а < паба | 

"aftra #0 акче ачытат sa feu: NG 
It appears that this monarch of holy renown has then reached 
the peak of his glory, his exemplary life providing an unattain- 
able ideal for contemporary kings. There is no direct reference 
here to his military success, which must have ended long ago. 
The Bhámati is the last work of Vacaspati. There is an impor- 
tant reference toa reigning monarch in the following passage 


1. LH.Q., XXIII, pp. 153-54. 


| 
| 
| 


kes) 


S 
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of his very first work, the Nyayakanika ( p. 290 X} :-—aa af£ 
fisatgəl ябаа, чит бачае тета ambai sale ая ж ae 
aaa... wata frs aper {чегїї Kara 
arend afea g arana il It is tempting to identify 
this monarch with Adiétira of Bengal, who is credited in all. 
genealogical works of Radhiya and Varendra Brahmanas with 
inviting and settling their first ancestors within his dominions,. 
But all reliable evidence places this Adifüra of Bengal about 
700 A.D. before the rise of the Pala dynasty. It is much more 
probable that Adigtira like Adimalla is a honorific title and not 
a proper name at all. It was apparently assumed by king 
NR G A when early in his career he was a ‘conquering’ (Ч) 
monarch. We heard a tradition in Mithila that Nrga belonged. 
tothe Gupta dynasty. If Ādiśūra is taken as his surname he 
might have belonged to an extinct “Sara? dynasty of Mithila, a 
scion of which migrated to East Bengal early in the 14th 
century. 


This brings us to the great problem of his date. The 
following evidence, which seems to have escaped the notice of 
eminent scholars places him certainly in the 10th century à. 3. 
and not before. (1) Vacaspati aligns himself definitely to the 
school of Mandana both in Mimfisa and Vedanta. In the 
Nyayakanika, a commentary on Mandana’s Vidhiviveka, there 
is an exact quotation from a Buddhist scholar :—( p. 187 )- 
айке wate, gear їч Afeta, Tegan wftftft I 
The very ваше guotation is found also in the Tatparyatika 
(р. 339 ) under II. ii. 63 under the caption Teng чач | 
Stcherbatsky has shown ( Buddhist Logic, I. p. 476 fn. & II, 
р. 405 ff.) that the quotation is from the Apohaprakarana.of 
Dharmottara preserved in Tibetan. According to Vacaspati 
Mandana was refuting the views of Dharmottara in the ori 
nal passage of the Vidhiviveha. This makes Mandana a junior 
contemporary of. Dharmottara. According to Tibetan worke 


1. Sahitya-Parigat-Patrika, Vol. 57, pp- 66-10. 
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Dharmottara flourished under King Vanapila in the middle of 
the 9th century A. D., though Vanapala is a mythical name 
coming after the first four or five names of the Pala dynasty. 
(Vidyabhüsapa: pp. 329 & 518. Also Pag Sam, Index, 
p. xxxiv: read Vanapāla for Nayapāla ). А more definite 
reference to Dharmottara is found in the Rajatarahgini (IV. 
498 ) under the reign of Jayapida ( circa 800 A.D. ) thus :— 
я ег afinat anseres A: | 
asume sf area | 

"This clear date for both Dharmottara and Mandana cannot be 
lightly brushed aside. There is evidence that a long period of 
time, say about а century, intervened between Mandana and 
Kumirila, Mandana not only quoted exact passages of Kumirila 
and Prabhakara (and the latter came after Kumarila ) but, 
according to Vacaspati, views of an ‘old school of Prabhakara’ 
{ seras ) are cited by him (Nydyakanika, pp. 96 & 109), 
Taranatha, the Tibetan historian, records in a true historical 
“spirit the views of two ancient historians on the exact date of 
the foundation of the Pala dynasty by Gopala I. According to 
Indradatta, Gopala was elected one year after what must have 
been a famous event in those times viz. the death of “Acharya 
Mimathsaka” ( ‘spyod-pa’ ), while according to Ksemendra- 
bhadra it was seven years after that event ( Schiefner, 1869, 
їр. 204). The reference is evidently to Kumarila, who died 
thus in the first or second decade of the 8th century A. D. 
Mandana, therefore cannot be placed before 800 A. D. 


There is again a long interval of time betweenfMandana 
апа Vicaspati. For, in the Nyayahaniha ( p. 109) Vacaspati 
-distinguishes between an ‘old’ and a ‘new’ school of Prabhakara. 
The views ascribed in the passage under discussion to the new 
school are identical with those of Salikanatha ( vide Rjuvimala, 
Madras ed., p. 37 : Chowkh, ed, pp. 29-30), who therefore 
founded a new school of Prabhakara long after Prabhäkara and 
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Mandana, He cannot thus be a direct disciple of Prabhakara. 
and was only slightly senior to Väcaspati, who refers to him as 
"navinab'. Salikan&tha’s reference to himself as sarsa: firea: 
does not mean direct discipleship, as interpreted by most of 
the scholars, but only affiliation. Sridhara similarly refers to, 
Kumarila in the Kandali as ‘Guru’ (рр. 248 & 257) and 
‘Mimamsa-guru’ ( p. 220 ). The earliest date that can be assig~ 
ned to Vacaspati is 900 a. р. about a century after Mandana. 


(2) Mandana was an earlier contemporary of $ahkara- 
сагуа, whose date cannot be placed before 800 a.D. As 
Vacaspati has refuted the views of Sakara's opponent Bhāskara 
in the Bhamati, we cannot place Vacaspati before 900 a. р. 


(3) Sridhara, Һе Kandalikara was thoroughly acquain- 

ted with the works of Mandana ( vide Kandali рр. 218, 256, 
271 & 274). He has cited and refuted the views of Mandana 
in the Vidhiviveka (р. 274 : safara тА vide Vidhivi- 
veka p. 231), but he was quite unacquainted with Vacaspati, 
who gave here ( pp. 231-32 ) two illuminating interpretations 
of the particular passage of Mandana, Sridhara, moreover, in 
his famous dissertation on tamas ( darkness ) quotes two coup~ 
lets of an unknown author :—( pp. 9-10 ) 

абык 

я ҹ ҹтетаҹтче аяк чанаң | 

wat: тоса беда чад ARTA: 1 

TERTRE | 

зай атат я апп wi 1 
The same verses are cited by Vacaspati in the Nyayakanika as 
from saana, arf: ( p. 76 ) with considerable variation of ` 
readings ; there are five lines in Vacaspati as against four lines 
of the Калдай. This proves that they drew from independent: 
sources unknown to each other. Sridhara refutes at some length 
the views of the Sañkhyas on Satkāryavāda and the ancient 
verse saami dara: is cited there, At first, sight it might: 
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appear that Sridhara was refuting the views of Vacaspati’s 
Tattuakaumudi ( under Karika 9 ), where the same old verse is 
also cited. But a close examination of the passages proves that 
the exact words cited and refuted by Sridhara (е. g. чї, 
EAU вн нч р. 144 ) do not belong to Vacaspati 
at all and the ancient verse is already cited in the older work 
Yuktidipiha ( p. 61 ). The apologetic words uttered by Sridhara 
at the end of the discussion express his veneration to an 
unknown scholar certainly different from Vacaspati (якї sêmi 
friða). Similarly the Karika 67 explained in the Kandali 
р. 284) is unaware of Vacaspati’s better comment on the 
word sera, The three lines of Kumirila cited by Sridhara 
in the chapter on Samfnya (p. 320) give again a reading some- 
what different from that of Vacaspati in the Nyayakanika 
(p.188). $ridhara quotes (p.30) a line thus:—emr ч 

adi ч {чч Sepe Ren ча eft! Here again 
Vacaspati ( Tatparyatika, p. 454) adopts a different reading. 
All these point to the inevitable conclusion that Sridhara and 
Уасаѕрай were close contemporaries and did not consult each 
other's works. They both belonged, therefore, to the last half 
of the 10th century 4. р. 


(4) Trilocana preceded Bhisarvajfia as we have stated 
“above. (p. 16) Trilocana’s pupil Vacaspati was evidently junior 
“to Bhasarvajiia. For, in the Tatparyatika ( pp. 280-81 under 
TI. i. 39 ) Vacaspati meets an argument ascribed in the Lilavati 
(р. 283) to Bhüsana і. e. Bhāsarvajña, author of the Nyaya- 
-bhügana. Similarly Vacaspati was slightly junior to Vyomagiva 
Җ д. v. ), who wrote the Vyomavati about 950 A.D. Here again 
"Vacaspatis close contemporaneity with Sridhara, who knew 
“Vyomasiva (and Bhisarvajiia ), is confirmed, 


(5) The earliest Buddhist scholar to refer to Vacaspati 
Яв, at the present state of our knowledge, Jñānaśri ( q. v. ), who 
Gsfollowed by his pupil Ratnaklrti and а much later authot. 


£ 


Udayana and his Predecessors 29- 


Moksakara gupta (vide the latter's Tarkabhaga, G. О. S, p. 24). ` 
Vacaspati is not mentioned even by so late an author aS 
Durveka Misra, who was a disciple of Jitāri and thus a co-pupil 
“of Atifa. Two of Durveka’s works have have been published, 
the Arcatdloka (G. О. 5.) and the Dharmottarapradipa (Patna, 
1955). The sneering remarks of Jřānaśri towards Vataspati, 
сав reproduced by Ratnakirti and Udayana, prove that they 
were not separated by a large length of time. It now appears 
that Ratnakirti adopted a strictly chronological order when 
„citing the views of Saikara, Trilocana, Nyayabhiigana and, last 
‘of all, Vacaspati in the Ksanabhangasiddhi ( В, I. ed. рр. 57-58). 
Janaki was living still in 1041 4. р. and Vacaspati, the last. 
and the greatest target of his attack, cannot certainly be placed 
before the 10th century 4. р. 


(6) Among Hindu scholars the earliest to quote from 
‘Vacaspati is Udayana’s teacher Stivatsa (а. v. ), who must have 
been strictly a contemporary of JBanaéri ; the period of activity 
-of both of them can now be confidently placed in the first half 
of the 11th century A.D. ( 1000-1050 A.D. ). 


(7) The cumulative effect of all the above evidences can 
по longer be doubted. It is simply impossible now to refer the 
date 898 found in Vacaspati’s Nydyasiicinibandha to the Viks 
rama era corresponding to 841-42 A.D, This small tract of 
Vacaspati was evidently meant asa supplement to the Tat- 
paryatika, as it is not mentioned separately among his works 
enumerated in the Bhamati. It was thus gormposed along with 
his masterpiece the Tatparyafika in 898 Saka i. e. 976-77 X. p. 
—a date which must have been very near the birth:dates of 
Ј®апаб and Srivatsa, both of whom might have seen Уасазран 
alive in their early youth, If the books were composed in. 841- 
42 A.D. Vacagpati’s literary activity must be taken have 
:cómrhenced about 825 л, D., full two centuries -before 
wielded his powerful pe for the first-time among Bu 
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scholars to meet his arguments, On the other hand we must 
huddle together all the host of brilliant scholars that preceded. 
Vacaspati just within half а century—Mandana, Sahkara,. 
ВЬазагуг}йа, Trilocana, Salikanatha, Vyomagiva &c. &с. Оп 
the face of it is an absurdity. 


Juxznpra: Towards the end of the Atmatattvaviveka 
Udayana mentions the names of several Buddhist scholars: 
branding each of them with one or other of several stigmas. 
Some of the names are new and cannot be identified е, g. 
Sarabha, Kanacarya and Subhiti. The two scholars Jinendra 
and Jagadindu,? though outside the Brabmanical Society, had 
written books which are universally respected ; in other words 
their religion did not stand in the way of their proper apprecia- 
tion. This Jinendra is identical with Jinedrabuddhi ( as stated 
by the commentator Nārāyaņācārya ), the famous author of 
the Kasikavivaranapasjika, commonly known as the Nydsa, а 
classical work of the Panini school of grammar. This huge 
work has been fully printed by the Rajshahi Museum and 
throws much new light on the problems connected with the 
composition of the Kagika. After а thorough examination of 
all available materials we had come to the conclusion that 
Jinendra lived in 800-8504. D. The facts are very briefly 
stated, Jayaditya wrote a complete Vytti about 650 a.D, 
Vamana, a Brahmanic scholar, revised the last three chapters. 
not earlier than 700 л, р. This combined work, known as the 
Kasika, was explained by Jinendra not earlier than 800 a. р, ;. 
for, Jinendra had referred to previous commentaries even om 
the later portion of Vàmana. 


This same Jinendrabuddhi had written a large commen- 
tary (the Tibetan version consisting of 349 leaves ) named’ 
1. D.V. Raghavan suggests that he may be identical with Joindu, 
Jain Antiquary. 
2. Introd. to Paribhagivytti &c. of Purugottama published by the 
‘Varendra Research Society, Rajshahi, 1946, pp. 2-5, 


ot 
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"Vi&alamalavati on Dignāgas Pramatasamuccaya. Vidya- 
bhusana (lc.p.323) gives his date as about 725 A. D., 
when Vamana’s portion of the Kagika was not yet written 
or circulated. According to Durveka Mira the following 
passage of Arcata (who was identical with Dharmikaradatta 
vide pp. 233, 261 & 410) refers to Jinendra’s gloss upon 
Dignaga :—( Baroda ed., 1949, p. 218) 


атт mrene aa Rara Фа сапып... 1 
Shag Puctsfstezgfangfafir ( ib. p. 405 ) 


"This piece of evidence proves that Arcata ( and Dharmottara ) 
cannot be dated before 800 4. D, 


DmanwormRA : one of the greatest Buddhist authorities 
after Dharmakirti. He is cited both by Vacaspati and 
Sridhara ( q. v. )., In the Atmatattvaviveka, according to the 
interpretation of Sabkara Miéra, Udayana had refuted Dhar- 
mmottara in one place (ВІ. ed., р. 296). The actual passage 
of Dharmottara has been quoted by Saikara. Dharmottara 
flourished according to the Rajatarahgini (IV. 498) in the 
reign of Jayüpida. of Kasmira (c.8004..). This date is 
corroborated by the references in the Arcataloka (Baroda, 
1249). Arcata, identical with Dharmakaradatta ( ib., рр. 232, 
241 & 410) was the teacher of Dharmottara according to 
"Tibetan evidence (Intro. р. хі). At any rate Dharmottara 
undoubtedly came after Archata (vide Durveka's comm, 
pp. 240, 242-3, 377). According to Durvka (p. 405): 
‘Archata has referred to Jinendrabuddbi in one place (р. 218) 
and Jinendra (9. v.) cannot be placed before 8004. D. 
Dharmottara must, therefore, be placed in the first half of. 
the 9th century a.D, as the Tibetan historians recorded. A 


PnauAxazA: cited by Udayana in the -Parišuddhi 
(pp. 667-8 & 730). The verse cited is evidently from 
Prajiakara's masterpiece the Pramanavartikzlahkara, Udayana 
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jn the Atmatattvaviveka ( B. I. ed., р. 907) has recorded the- 
important tradition about Prajñakara that like Dharmkirti he 
was driven out from the orthodox Brahmanic society and had 
no other way but to accept Buddhism. Tibetan historians 
place him in the 10th century 4.0. (Vidyabhusana, 1, c. p. 336). 


ManAvraATA : In the Kusumañjali Udayana in his discus- 
sion on ksanikatva ( Stavaka IV, р. 17 ) has cited and refuted 
the views of the ‘followers of Mabavrata’ ( тийїї: ). In the 
first Stavaka also in the context of Karika 12 ( p. 57 ) the views 
of Mahavrata have been criticised according to the interpreta- 
tion of Varadaraja (p.31) who cites the following verse of 
‘Mahavrata thereon : 


mg 1 
бта ая anfirat f$ я чуб 11 
The Nyayalilavati of Srivallabhacarya quotes the same verse in 
abrilliant passage which is an elaboration of Udayana’s words 
with an additional half-verse from Mahavrata in the section on 
Sathskara ( pp. 647-48 ) : 
eat Prt eft: wate Бийн: | 
att аа їйгєн АТА N 

Mahavrata is also cited in Bhavanatha’s Nayaviveka ( Madras. 
ed., р. 273). There is an important quotation from Mahavrata 
in M.M. Chandra’s Amrtabindu ( Ms. No. Ш. F. 149 of Asiatic 
Society, fol. 45a) which ends :— g mrararqfaaralswrasqpaq 
mataafi agra: | Krana Mira in his allegorical drama Prabodha- 
chandrodaya paints Mr. Pride (‘Abathkara’) as well-read in 
the advanced courses of studies then prevailing in Eastern 
India; of the six classical works mentioned ( Act Il, v. 3 » 
‘Mahavrat? is the last of all. All the works belong to the Bhatta 
and Prabhakara schools of the Mimarhs’, According to the 
well-informed commentator of the drama Nandilla-Gopa, Maha~ 
vrata belonged to the Bhatta school and wasa rival of the 
Prabbakara scholar Mahodadhi, who was a class-mate of Salika 


n 


| 
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natha and the author ofa treatise named Siddhantarahasyà 
( semi angadi яда табче? ). All the four scholars Salika; 
Mahodadhi, Vacaspati and Mahavrata thus belonged to about: 
the same age. It is our conjecture, however, that the commentator 
has confused the affiliation of the two scholars Mahodadhi and’ 
Mahavrata, Mahodadhi belonged to Һе Bhatta school as he: 
had refuted the well-known ‘Anvitabhidhana’ theory of the: 
Prabhükara school (vide Nayaviveka, p. 271). Mabavrata, 
therefore, belonged to the Prabhakara school and as a conse~ 
quence he was cited with approval by M.M. Chandra, who: 
was an authority of the Prabhakara school and referred in his. 
‘work to the classics of his own school alone, 


Фъккавлоҳата : This logician should be carefully distin- 
guished from the great founder of the Advaita Vedanta, He 
was the earliest among orthodox scholars of Nyaya whose views. 
were refuted by the Buddhist scholars. JRanaéri ( q. v. ) and’ 
his pupil Ratnakirti mention his name first of all, suggesting 
that he preceded both Trilocana and Bhasarvajfia who are 
named next to him. Ratnakirti has preserved the name of one: 
of his works the Sthirasiddhi, from which a passage has been 
cited in the Sthirasiddhidasana ( Patna ed, p. 108). Vacaspati 
in the Tatparyatika has referred to him as stated by Udayana. 
in the Pariguddhi. The passages are cited below. 


miea: ч: sarc: sud masna я nun 
mA uuu {тч 1 тт тп б! (under Ш, ii 17} 
Tátparya, p. 387, line 14) 


firmam: баата 1 gerer quaft-enqaffa | (ib, p. 387 
Jast line : both from fol, 12b of the third chap. of the Parigud+ 
“dhi presétved in rotogtaph in the Mithila Institute ), Both the 
‘passages are evidently taken from the Sthirasiddhi of- Ѕайкәтә. 


& 
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Tt should be noticed that Vacaspati criticises Sahkara's argu- 
ment in the last case. 

яң free STAT saben Herten rau 
чт drerit Тїї! ( fol. 38b of a 
Ms. in our possession : under IV. ii, 35, vide Tatparya, p. 465, 
line 11). 


This passage also seems to have been taken from the 
Sthirasiddhi> 

$айкагасагуа is also cited in the Nyayaparisista ( p. 17) 
asthe head of a band of scholars differing from the Bhāşyar 
vártikaschool. 


„This Šañkara should also be distinguished from the ear- 
Jier Sahkara Svamin referred to in Jayanta’s Nyayamaitjar 
(р: 293 ) and other works, 


$дищканАтнл : According to Vardhamāna the following 
passage іп Ње Kirahavali under the interesting topic of the 
ocular organ being made up of light or not, cited and refuted 
by Udayana, refers to Salika, 


Эйт defert Rota sm ад eet тї gm 
mia dafna RA TET agen ычча зб 
arang; | ата! (Chowkh. ed., р. 75; B. L. ed., p. 288) 
Vardhamana notes in the Drauyaprakaša {П@ГЕҢФ gigg- 
заба) ( Vahgiya Sahitya Parisat Ms. No. 1649, fol 42a). 
The passage is very important, as pointing to the interesting 
fact, hitherto unknown, that Salikanütha commented on the 
‘Pragastapadabhasya. This is clearly stated by Chennubhatta 
in the Tarkabhasaprakasika (Bombay ed. p. 211) where 
another passage is cited :—aferrearar Я 
fara чїй ME EAA =meqaq The Rasasara 


1. Some Lost Nyaya Works and Authors Proceedings, AIOC, 
Ahmedabad. 
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(pp. 100-1) also quotes him upon Prafastapáda. Moreover, 
as is now well-known, Udayana’s twitting reference to а 
‘Gauda’ Mimatnsaka, who confounds verses from the Manu- 
samhita as Vedic texts (!), is according to Varadaraja’s note 
(p.123) a fing at the ‘Paiicikakara’ (ie. Salikanitha ). 
Under the same topic ( Kusumzijali, Chap. Ш) Udayana in. 
his own brilliant manner answers Salikanatha directly with 
the change of а single word (пит, in place of чатта) in: 
the latter’s verses :— 


яте бгчттентчпетййчтат | 
merita ап атка, | 
(wide Varadaraja's Kusumanjalibodhani, 1922, р. 127). 

faliknatha was the greatest authority of the Prabhakara school 
ofthe Mimarhsa. He wrote three Paficikas, the Rjuvimala 
(on the Brhati of Prabhakara ), the Dipasikha (on the Гавін), 
and the standard work of the school, the Prakaranapaiicika,. 
besides a Bhasyaparisista, His works, though written in 
Bengal, circulated quickly throughout India. He preceded 
Vacaspati ( д. у. ). The following humorous verse is current. 
about him in South India :— 


maag я чт sued 1 

waana Ya @чїїєп wat ll 
BuAsrarA : the famous exponent of the Dvaitaduaite: 
theory of the Vedanta. Не has been cited by Udayana in thè 
Kusumanjali (П, р. 67: semfraffa mesi рий. Vardha-- 
mana notes яте& ечат: ). It is well-known that in 
his Bhisya, published at Varanasi, he refuted Śañkarācāryá- 
and the views of the Buddhist scholar Dharmakirti, whom. 
he calls ‘Vipra-Bhiksu’ (p. 123). Ніз views have been cited! 
and criticised by Vacaspati ü in the Bhamati. к 


Вяйбзау : i: е, ВҺазагуайа, author of the Nyayabhüsana- 
a commentary on his. own Nyayasdra, The book, “which is. 
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almost indispensable for studies on the history of Nyaya- 
Vaigesika literature, remains yet to be published, though it was 
discovered long ago in a Jaina library beyond the reach of 
scholars ( Ganakarikz, Baroda ed., Introd. p. i. ). As long ago 
as 1859 a. D, Hall knew (Index, p. 26) that the Bhusana was 
a work of Bhasarvajfia, though there was much confusion later 
‘on. Udayana cited and refuted the Bhüsana several times in 
the Кітапаоай. All the passages are interesting and are, there- 
fore, reproduced below. 


(1) wg pem Rub бна чада б, чүн! 
< Chowkh. ed., p.43 ). 


(1) weg ani guak, я! (ib, 
p.160). 


BE S NICE 
sarama: 1 ( ib., p. 192). 

(4) saree їч freres я ense, эп 

iia feme! я. RRL sedg: | ( ib., р. 232 : 
compare Lilavati p. 856 ). 


None of the above passages is traceable in the Nyayasara; 
“go they were all taken from the Nyayabhügana, а discursive work 
of great celebrity which earned for the author the epithet Bhü- 
sanakira, by which he was almost universally known, The 
veatliest writer, as far as can be ascertained from the present 
materials, who grappled with his views was the Buddhist 
‘scholar Jfünaéri. The four great ‘pillars’ of Indian Logic 
probably coming from four different quarters ) were, accorde 
ing to Jüinaíri, Saókara, 'Nyayslaükarana", Trilocana and 
"Vacaspati. For exigency of metré, the Bbüsana is mentioned 
hy a synonym and before Trilocana. In the body of the books 
“of Jñānaśri and bis disciple Ratnakirti ( q. v. ) the name Nyaya- 
bhügapa is clearly given and correctly placed after Trilocana 
and before Vacaspati, Bhisarvajiia, who very probably belonged 
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to Kasmira, was slightly junior to Trilocana and slightly senior 
to Vacaspati and lived about the middle of the 10th century 
A.D It is known that in the Bhüsana the views of the 
Buddhist scholar Prajkera are controverted. ( Introduction 
to Ganaharika ). 


Upavawa's Рпв-вміхехов ; Udayana through his nu- 
merous works secured a position in the learned world 
which was quite enviable. From the 12th century onwards 
he was looked upon as ће greatest exponent of the Nyaya- 
Vaigesika doctrines and was the greatest target of all scholars 
“of the opposing camps. Deva Süri ( 1086-1169 a.D. ), a fore- 
most Jaina logician, drew up a sharp contrast between Udayana 
andthe Kasmirian Jayanta, both of them being his targets 
of attack. Не wrote :— 


qa «беба изле! 
TT A чы 9 тарп Їй BET 1 
( Syadvadaratnakara, Chap. Ш) 

Udayana’s discourse on the Nyaya theory of causation and 
explanation of the term ‘Sakti? involved in it is found in the 
Kusumanjali (1, pp, 6364), There is а magnificent pen- 
picture of Udayana found at the end of the first chapter of 
the Parifuddhi which is cited below in full, It was probably 
“written by an admirer who actually saw him alive. 


V For Ей contributions etc, vide Bhiganakara 
Sahitya Parishat Patrik’, 1353, pp. 22692. — 
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mfa: «пшн! aga fret апай gama 
a атасан godt «кча qu: i 
SER TATA a ALA 
=татейїбгчтїсит«гөт aana | 
sare wawaq {чї ainat 
s= THT атаба TAT |1 
x x x 
annigaia I 
( fol. 103 of the Rotograph in the Mithila Institute) 


How Udayana’s name was respected highly even in hostile 
camps would be clear from the following illustration, The 
great polymath Veñkatanatha ( 1268-1369 a. р. ) of the Rāmā- 
nuja school wrote the Nyayapari&uddhi, the bulk of which is 
taken up by an elaborate treatment of the Anumüna part 
( Chowkh. ed., pp. 92-359 ), more specially of the subject of 
debate. Unlike Gañgeśa, Venkatanatha has dealt with all the 
different classes of debate ( Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda ) and the 
intricate divisions of fallacies and quibbles. He has quoted 
profusely from the works of his predecessors of the Ramanuja 
school, who it appears grappled with the problems thoroughly 
and in a highly developed system of their own. The influence 
of Gahgefa can nowhere be traced, but Udayana’s influence is 
clearly stamped in their views, The celebrated line of the- 
Kusumasali, sexti gasak: [ Ш, 8] is accepted 
as an universal maxim (p. 133). Udayana, referred to as Nyaya- 
cārya (p.220), gave the best definition of the term Jati (aa 
wawa р. 221 ), according to Venkafanatha. A former scholar 
Varadavisnumi$ra had dealt with the classes of Jati just accord- 
ing to Udayana (aqui р. 235), who was thus formally 
regarded as the supreme authority on the subject. His well- 

“known views on the term Tarka (sharply criticised by Sriharsa) 
are respectfully cited ( p. 327 ). ; 


^ 
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Among the manuscripts upon which the Varanasi edition 


«of the Kiranavali is based the scribe of one ( Ms. No. 3 dated 


1506 Saka) eulogises Udayana in the following elegant verse, 
where he has been. likenedito an incarnation of Siva, the god of 


„learning : 


Unavawa anp GaÑorśa : There is hardly any topic dealt 
with in the four grand divisions of Gañgeśa’s work, which 
had not been already argued by Udayana in his main works 
cand specially in the Kusumamjali. It is only in the method 
‘and mode of expression that Gahgefa excelled over Udayana, 
whose prominent theistic background had to give place to 
subtleties of argument in course of time. The Tgvaravada 
portion of Gañgeša failed completely to oust the Kusumanjali, 
which held its own through almost a millenium. When 
Vyasatirtha, the giant scholar of South India of the Madhva 
community, grappled with the doctrines of Navyanyaya in 
the Tarkatandava, he preferred in many places Udayana 
against Gañgeša ( vide Tarkatandava, Madras ed., I, pp. 148, 
286 & 377). In fact his commentator Raghavendratirtha 
distinctly wrote in one place (p. 148) that ‘Vyasatirtha 
controverted in the Pramanyavada ( Utpattiprakarana ) the 
‘older’ argument of Udayana, because Gahgeía only embel- 
Jished that argument with subtleties but could not give any 
new or original one of his own. Similarly the Upamana. part 
of Gañgeša practically became extinct, as no scholar ofany 
renown in Mithila and Bengal ( with the single exception of 
Pragalbha ) ever commented on it, In its place: the corres- 
ponding portion of the Kusumaitjali ( chap. Ш) commended 
itself for studies in the Nyaya seminaries. : Chinnabhatta 
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(p.160) expressly recommended the Kusumaijali on the 
question of Upamina as a separate means of valid knowledge, 


Vardhmana in his several commentaries on Udayana 
has indicated the problems where his father Gañgeśa excelled 
in arguments. Here are a few references. In the Kusumanjali, 
Chapter I, there is an elaborate discussion on the much debated 
term ‘Sakti’; here Vardhmana reproduced three passages of 
Gañgeta (pp. 45, 48 & 51). In the second chapter Vardha- 
тайпа elucidated the text of Udayana on the favourite topic of 
Pramanya, Sabdanityata and Jatifakti with long and illuminating 
passages of Gañgeta (pp. 8-11, 36-37 & 47-49). There are 
very many passages of Gabgeía cited by Vardhamāna in the 
Nibandhprakaga. Gañgeša, therefore, cannot be separated 
from the moorings of Navyanyaya which were first laid down 
by Udayana in his major works specially the Nibandha and 
Kusumasjali. Аз а matter of fact, Gañgeša himself ‘displayed 
his utmost veneration for Udayana by quoting his words in 
almost every section of his large work. Among the predeces- 
sors of Gahgefa by far the largest number of references belongs 
to Udayana, Some of these are pointed out below. 


In the very first section ( Mahgalaváda ) of the Pratyaksa 
pártthere isan exact quotation from the Dravyahkiranavali of 
Udayana (B. I. ed., р. 72 : vide Kirapavali ; Chowkh. ed., p. 3). 
In the next section ( Prümünyavüda ) a well-known Кагіка of 
the Kusumaijali (IV. 1) on the definition of Prama is cited 
(р. 366 ) and it is interesting to note that Udayana is given the 
flattering epithet ‘Tantrika’ here. In the same section there is. 
a quotation from the Bauddhadhikara (р. 424). There are 
three references to ‘Acaryak’ towards the end ( pp. 750, 834 & 
845). Gaigesa’s veneration for Udayana is best displayed in 
the section on Nirvikalpa ( pp. 834-38 ), where after citing and 
tefuting the views of Sivaditya, Gange$a formulated his final. 
wiews on the topic under discussion on the basis .of an éxact: 


` 
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quotation from the Gunahiranauali ( Chowkh. ed., pp. 201-2 ), 
which he fully explained in the manner of a regular commen- 
tator, 


Inthe Anumüna рагі, it is well-known that Udayana’s 
definition of the term Vyapti and its component Upadhi has; 
been explained by Gangeéa in the Pürvapaksa section ( рр. 77- 
79 : vide, Kusumanjali Ш. 2). Udayana’s definition of Upadhi 
is also critically reviewed under Upādhivāda (рр. 312-13). 
For other references to Acarya in this part vide pp. 593, 684, 
888 (from the Nibandha) and 934. Udayana could not be 
superseded by Gahgefa at ап the Iévaravada and Upamana 
part. Inthe Sabda part we need only refer to the long and 
illuminating passage of Udayana with which Gahgefa concludes 
the section on Vidhivada ( pp. 284 ff. ). It need hardly be told 
that there are many other anonymous passages of Gahgefa 
which are taken from Udayana, Commentators, specially 
Sarvabhauma, trace the source in many places ( vide Sarvabhau- 
ma’s Anumanamanipariksd, foll. 53b, 110b, 139a & 161a : for 
the passages referred to vide B, I. edu, pp. 166, 380, 531 & 599 


respectively ). 


Unarana anv Sateang.: Owing to decay of Buddhism in. 
India and the consequent degeneration of Buddhist scholarship- 
specially in the field of Nyaya studies Udayana’s powerful 
onslaught against the Buddhist doctrines produced no effect in. 
the Buddhist camp. Аз far as we are aware no Buddhist Scholar 
attempted to meet the arguments of Udayana, whose triumph: 
in the contróversy ‘was almost unparalleled. . It is a significant 
fact that the Buddhist logicians for almost a millenium quarel- 
led with the orthodox. logicians alone and their opposition to: 
the other schools of Indian philosophy is quite negligible. In: 
the works-of Jñānaśri and Ratnakirti, for instance, no Prabba- 
kara and Vedanta author is ever :mentionéd or refuted, There: 
is- much.truth>in. the’ assertion; that; in certain fundamental: 
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doctrines the Buddhist and the Vedantin sail in the same boat. 
Chinnabhatta explains a passage of the Tarkabhasd as referring 
to «таят ( р. 250), whose views are summarised in two 
interesting Karikas. It is nothing surprising, therefore, that 
within a century after Udayana, a most powerful and scathing 
criticism of the Nyaya doctrines emerged from the pen ofa 
Vedanta scholar. In the Khandanakhandakhadya of Sriharsa 
the logician's method of fixing and defining the categories with 
formidable precision was assailed in such a devastating manner 
that it was hailed throughout India as a novel contribution in 
the field of dialectics. Sriharga’s method of argument earned a 
special name as ‘Khandanayukti’ and, what is a most wonderful 
fact, the Khandana, as Sriharsa’s work is commonly called, 
came to be regarded as one of the classical works of Navyny&ya. 


Sciharga was a ‘Gauda’ ( i. e. a native of Bengal ) as cate- 
gorically stated by Vidyapati in the Purusapariksa ( under 
Medhavikatha : aga арча ий ат afafa: ) and Vacaspati 
at the end of the Khandanoddhara. The exact relation between 
Udayana and Sriharsa should be carefully determined, as they 
are the two towering figures that dominated dialectics in 
Eastern India for about three centuries before the work of 
-Gahgefa came to the forefront. Both the Khandana and the 
Naisadha were written at the court of Kanyakubja and it is 
sometimes argued that Šriharsa also was a native of Kanyakubja. 
We have collected elsewhere (I. H. Q., XXII, pp. 144-46) 
quite a volume of evidence, both internal and external, to prove 
‘that Vidyapati’s statement about the provenance of Sriharsa is 
undoubtedly correct, Use of the word “ulülu? ( Naisadha XIV. 
51), ‘udayabbaskara’ ( XVIII. 103 ) and the familiar name of a 
“top still current in Bengal ‘laladdimba’ ( XXII. 53 ), mention of 
peculiar marriage customs prevalent in Bengal, indiscriminate 
use in alliteration of the. three sibilants, the two nasals etc. and 
above all Sriharsa’s writing a panegyric of the family ofa 

- Gauda king («їйрєн VII. 110 ) betray unmistakably 
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Hiis Bengal origin, which is attested Ьу many of his commenta~ 
tors like Сапай Pandita, Iganadeva and Narayana. Udayana 
was controverted, therefore, not by a 'Páscatya' but by а 
“Саида? and this is quite in the fitness of things when we re- 
collect that Bengal’s rivalry with Mithila was more pronounced 
from ancient times than with any other province. В 


The Khandana criticises Udayana directly and right 
through, though the name of Udayana is not actually mentioned. 
anywhere in the book. The very first definition of valid know- 
ledge attacked by Sriharsa is еп: samt and this again is the: 
very first sentence of Udayana’s Lahsanamala, as correctly sta- 
ted by Sabkara Mira (Varanasi ed. of фе Šañkari, pp. 143-44). 
Sriharga’s wonderful scrutiny of the two-worded phrase is a 
specimen of his profound scholarship ( Chowkb. ed. with 
Vidyasagari, pp. 239-397). The next two definitions—aera}- 
ўа: ma ( ib, pp. 397-411 ) and aerats: mn ( рр. 411-27 y 
attacked by Sriharga are exactly taken from Udayana’s Kusumañ- 
jali (IV. 1 & 5). : 


A Jaina scholar Abhayatilakopādhyāya, as we have stated! 
before ( p. 2, fn. ), wrote a book of moderate length named 
Nyayalahhara, consisting of notes on the knotty passages of the- 
five great classics of Nyaya including, last of all, Udayana’s 
Parigudbi? According to Anandapürna ( p, 129 ) a passage of 
the Nyayalañkara is cited and refuted by Sriharsa: ЭТ 
sasadia anf agafi) At the end ofthe passage: 
a line of Udayana’s Kusumanjali is quoted in support (Ш. 
чой fe я errem. Sriharsa thus not only criticised 
Udayana alone but many of his followers also and this is very 


1. Guparatna in his Saddarlanasarmuccayavrtti enumerated the works 
of the Nyayadarfana (B. I. ed, p.94). His description is slightly incór- 
rect, the name Srikantha ( whose Tippanaka on the aiea has been dis~ 
covered ) should come last ofall after Abhayatilaka, whose authorship:of 
the Nyayala&kira is proved by recent discoveries. E У 
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much in evidence throughout the Khandana. Unfortunately the 
scholiasts do not specify them, except in this single instance. 


Udayana has been criticised in many other places ( vide 
рр. 705, 741, 1327 etc. ) The most interesting passage is the 
‘one, so often reproduced by scholars, where Sriharga answers 
Udayana by hurling the latter’s own words in the Kusumāñjali 
(Ш. 7 ) against him in a slightly changed form :—( Khandana, 
р. 693) 

wengeufrcufeni я wg чет! 

эрийт femen П 

sari аў ж ЙЯ IERI ERU | 

sarararaframgi wu: mgr ga: 

( Khandana, ор. cit, р. 693) 

Tt has been one of the favorite topics of students of logic. 
“Gañgeša answered Sriharga in the section on Tarka ( Anumana, 
В.І. ей, p.233) and all scholiasts up to Gadadhara have 
delightfully dealt with the age-old conflict of Udayana and 
Sriharsa. 


We refer to two other typical passages of the Khandana 
where Udayana is subjected to detailed criticism. In the second 
chapter Udayana’s arguments for rejection df erroneous theo- 
ties ( mufrara ) are cited from the Parifuddhi ( pp. 1018-19 : 
Ámantapürpa notes MARRJE... gaga aaa) Sri 
harsa’s counter arguments go to the end of the chapter. Udayana 
is referred to here as faa, In the last chapter ( pp. 1170-76) 
a long passage is cited from the Atmatattuaviveka ( B. I. ed., 
pp. 1170-1200) and refuted at length, All these place Udayana 

“in the position of the greatest opponent whom Sriharga wanted 
to meet by arguments, 

Sriharsa’s popularity: Šriharga's great achievement was 
naturally hailed by the Vedantists. Vidyaranya triumphantly 
wrote in the Райсайай : 


| 
| 


| 
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freed З ач enfe: | 

арте g segar биб: | 
Tte reception in the land of Udayana is a great revelation. Many 
Navyany&ya scholars of Mithila ( and Bengal ) came to scoff at 
it but remained to pray. Divakaropadhyaya, Vardhamana, 
Sankara Migra and even so late an author as Gokulanatha had 
written commentaries on it. So did Pragalbha, Padmanabha 
Mira and Raghunātha ( Vidyalatkara ) of Bengal. Vardhamána 
«attempted a refutation of jt also, but itis completely lost. 
Vacaspati II and Sahkara, it is true, wrote powerful refutations. 
They were followed by two late scholars, Madhava Miéra of 
Mithila and Vigvanatha Pafichanana of Bengal. But on the 
whole the refutation of Sriharga’s arguments at the hands of 
the Nyaya scholars of Mithila and Bengal is somewhat half- 
hearted and considerably out-weighed by their agreeable studies 
“of those arguments. 


This raises the problem of Vedantic influence upon 
Udayana and other advocates of the uncompromising dualism 
of the Nyàya. It i8 now well-known that Udayana at the end 
-ot the Atmatattvaviveka attempted a remarkable and powerful 
synthesis of all the orthodox systems of philosophy and, though 
orthodox Nyaya scholars emphasise upon the exact gradation 
of the systems as envisaged by Udayana the crowning glory 
remaining with the Nyaya, Udayans's predilection towards the 
Vedanta cannot be brushed aside lightly. Phrases like ат «пет 


‚ я Rar ANANA, from the pen of Udayana speak out 


his real mind. Mahega Thakkura, one of the later glories of 
Mithila, similarly expressed his veneration for th€ Vedintic 
principles. The Navyanyaya, asa matter of fact, concerned 
itself more and more, as time went on, with the method of grap- 
pling with problems, not so much with the matte? and riharsa's 
“method of vanquishing opponents consequently appealed to its 
“wotaries, An agreeable approach to the opponent's views is in 
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evidence even in the times of Vacaspati, when the conflict with: 
the Buddhist scholars was at its height. His application of the 
epithet ‘Tayin’, of undoubted Buddhist origin to Aksapada in 
the second prayer verse of the Tatparyatika is quite revealing. 


Date of Sriharsa is intimately related to that of Udayana 
and we shall discuss the problem at this place with up-to-date 
materials, Sribarsa’s date can be fixed within narrow limits 
from the following evidence. Towards the end of the Khan~ 
dana (p. 1327), he respectfully mentions the name of the: 
( Kasmirian ) rhetorician Mabimabhatta in the following verse: 

dui safi sn NEER | 
swr=aáYaiftq тиа бат aftarssed 1 
Mahimabhatta, who came after Abhinavagupta ( 1015 A. n.) 
and before Mammata (c. 1100 4. n. ), must have been living 
about 1050 4. . and was probably a native of Kasmira, The 
earliest date that can, therefore, be assigned to Sriharga is 1075" 
4. р, This dismisses any attempt ( cf. IA. 1913, p. 83 ) to place 
Srharsa earlier. On the other hand, the earliest author, who 
quoted from Sriharsa’s Naigadhacarita, is Mahendra Süri, a 
disciple of the famous Jaina polymath Hemacandra ( 1088-1172 
am). In his commentary on the Anekarthasahgraha of 
Hemacandra, he quoted many passages of the Naisadha as 
illustrations, e. g. under II, 18 ( p. 8 of extracts from the com- 
mentary in Zachariae's edn., 1893), И. 56 (p. 13), IL 274 
(р. 43), IL 299 ( p. 47), П. 303 ( ibid. ), П. 527 (р. 77) IV. 
155 ( p. 173) and IV. 339 ( р. 184). This commentary, which 
was published in the name of the author's teacher Hemacandra, 
was writtap ‘soon after’ the latter's death (ibid. Preface р. ХШ). 
Srihargs as a native of Bengal and a protege of the king of 
Kanyakubja, could not be supposed to have commanded the 
respects of foremost scholars of Western India unless he was at. 
least an exact contemporary of Mahendra’s guru, Hemacandra, 
or slightly senior to him, None of the authorities, cited by 
Mahendra, as far аё can be ascertained, belong to the latter 
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half of the 12th century a. p, Sribarga must, therefore, have 
“written his works in the second quarter ( 1225-50 a. р.) of the 
-century during the reign of Govindacandra of Kannauj ( 1104- 
54 a. n, ), whose -patronage of the poet is definitely stated by a 
‘commentator named Gadidharat, Sriharga, probably, started 
bis literary career with small tracts like Amarakhandanam 
(Madras Ms. No. R 1595) and Duirüpahoga (ibid. R 1607) 
with a view to enrich his vocabulary. Kgirasvamin, in bis 
-commentary on the Amarkoga*, quotes a line from Sribarga 
sahghata-mrtyur-maraho marirmari ca devata ( П. 6. 58). This 
is evidently from the Dvirüpakoga ог а similar work of the poet. 
Ksirasvámin was quoted by Vardhamana in the Gagaratnama- 
hodadhi ( Eggeling’s edn., pp. 306 and 430), which was come 
posed in 1140 a. р. These early tracts of Sriharga will have, 
therefore, to be assigned to the first decade of the century in 
the very beginning of reign of Govindacandra, It is possible 
that the poet in his very old age enjoyed the patronage of 
Vijayacandra (1169 4. п.) and Jayacandra, the son and 
grandson of Govindacandra But the statement of Rajaéekhara 
Siri that the poet wrote in the reign of the latter prince need 
not be taken as literally true ; Rájasekhara could not correctly 
record the name and relation of Jayacandra in the Prabandha- 
koşa. Besides the Naisadha and the Khandana, Sriharga is 
known to have written many more works, mentioned by himself 
at the end of the several cantos of his poem. One of them is 
the Sthairyavicara mentioned at the end of Canto IV of the 
Naigadha. It appears that the editor of a Vedanta work Brah- 
-mavidyabharanam ( published at Kumbakonam ) had access to 
copies of this long-lost work, from which he cited in the short 
introduction the following important ( introductory ) verse : 


1. Š, К. Bhandarkara : Rep. of а Second Tour in search of Sans, Mss., 

1907, pp. 43 & 87-88 sfr цай arrest Aires are ст ET SH 

amm айе: Ө. ag ч aly sted: menusa q: итү wu 
2. Oka’s ed., p. 101 ; Trivandrum ей, Part II, p. 316. 
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atetedt idenana, 

Ag dama graan: 

pedagang Rent: TTT: | 

этапта? бачча ura AENEA || 
Фата herein glorifies the powers of one Cidvilāsa, who- 
frustrated the black acts of a Tantrika named Gupta. Cidvilasa 
was by tradition the pontiff of the Kamakoti shrine of Kafici 
and his encounter with, and the subsequent conversion at his 
hands of, the great Khandanakara is recorded іп a work named 
gerêlsawal also. cited in the same introduction ( cf. aats- 
нача GUGAT SATU...) The traditional date of Cid- 
wilasa, according to the records of the shrine, is 4268-4301 of 
the Kali era ( 1167-1200 a. p. ), which is about, half a century 
too late for $ һагда, Srihara also wrote a work named Šiva- 
Gaktisiddhi (see canto ХУШ). This book also was accessible 
to the above editor, who quoted the following stanza from it = 

aereas, 

eaaa Para aa йч Ч 

ATAN ATESAT: | 

minag gA- 

adrenfag этсе aqaat MATAN я 1. 
Here again Cidvilāsa of the Kamakoti shrine of Kafici is refer- 
red to in glowing terms and invoked for inspiration in the book 
which had for its subject the identity of Siva and Sakti. The 
editor identifies this Cidvilāsa with Advaitānanda, the author of 
the Brahmavidyabharanam. But the identity seems to be quite 

` unwarranted. Whether this Cidvilisa is to be identified with 

Sriharsa's “Guraval cited by him ia Khandana ( Chowkh. ed. 
р. 1316) cahhot be determined at’ the ‘present ‘state of our 
knowledge. ` ve MEE 
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Among the three royal panegyrics written by Šriharsa, all 
of them unfortunately remaining undiscovered, the Vijayapra- 
fasti ( mentioned at the end of canto v) was upon Vijayacandra, 
the son of his patron Govindacandra of Капаш. We quote in 
support the gloss of one of the oldest commentators on the 
Naigadha named. Srivatselvara from a very old palmleaf copy 
(stopping at Canto Xl) preserved in the V. R. Museum, Raj- 
shahi (Ms. No. 809) :— 

Reza яп rate: s жет, яя сай shearer (йт 
эй pet | 

According to another commentator Gopinatha the Vijaya- 
prasasti was a panegyric of the Gauda king Vijayasena (L. 1639: 

їйї). But this seems hardly possible as Sri- 
harga wrote a separate Gaudorvifakulaprasasti (Canto VII), 
which was more likely in praise of the Sena kings. Sriharga’s 
connection with the court of Vijayasena, however, may be taken: 
asa fact, His connection with another royal court is proved. 
by another panegyric the Chindaprasasti (Canto ХУП ). But 
the Arnavavarnana (Canto IX ) was not a royal panegyric. 
(‘pragasti’ ), as is sometimes interpreted by scholars ; it must. 
have been asmall lyric poem describing the ocean ( cf. Sri- 
vatsa’s note deed ersfasd паба атат saran ui а). 


Now we are confronted with the question—what length: 
of time intervened between Udayana and Sriharsa. As early as: 
1884 л. p. M. М. VindhyeSvariprasada discovered a definite 
answer to the question, which seems to have escaped the notice 
of scholars, On the strength of a Naisadhafika by one Bhagi- 
ráthache stated that Sriharga’s father Srihira had academic çon- 
test with Udayana, In other words Udayana was older than 
Ériharg. by only one generation. (vide Introd. to Габона 
darsana, $ravana 1941 V. 5, p. 26). Unfortunately the actual 
words of the commentator were not quoted, The commentary 


named Güdharhadipikz is by far the most extensive ever 
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written on the Naisadha ; a fragment of it dated 1629 Saka 
+ probably revised by the commentator himself ) is now preser- 
ved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana. ( vide Introd, to the Tarkikarahga, 
pp.30-31). The colophon proves that Bhagiratha wrote it at 
the court of Raja Jřānachandra of Kürmachala, (1698-1708 4.0.) 
“under whom and under whose son Jagaccandra ( 1708-20 a. р.) 
he wrote several other works. At the end of Canto I of this 
“Bhagirathi? commentary there is a rushing flow of most fanci- 
fal etymologies of the names of Sriharsa and his parents ( fol. 
83). One such etymology of the name Srihira, who was the 
father of Sriharga, runs :—азт Ж fata 8 sqrt svt 
£ 1 gagü sara: | беп gA бс ty 1 menan: $< Tat 
чей! Another etymology, equally fanciful, of the name 
harga runs: эп ga Биш faqaq squander WD) 
steamy waft eG: 1 md Em) TAT |...Bhagiratha incidentally 
records here two bits of an important tradition that Udayana 
defeated $rihira in the debate and Sriharga avenged the defeat 
at the request of his parents. Bhagiratha isa very recent 
author ; he evidently derived his information from some of the 
“many earlier commentaries consulted by him. 


One of the earliest and most learned scholiasts of the 
‘Naisadha was Cindi Pandita, whose commentary was com- 
posed in 1353 V. S. (i. e. 1296-97 л, т. ), At the very com- 
‘mencement Candi Pandita categorically stated that Udayana 
ina conquering campaign challenged Sribarga's father in a 
debate and defeated him and Sriharsa, as a faithful son, aven- 
ged the defeat by meeting "Udayana's arguments in the Khan- 
Чапа, The exact words of Candi Pandita are :— 
uri am, Afine afig: Чит, sq етиб 
sper arenes ч( хеч eren SU. TR amara, 

fem ú 


Я (Des. Cat. of Мз, B. O. R. L, Poona, Vol, ХШ, Pt. I, 
Ð. 481) It should be carefully noticed that both Candi Pan- 
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dita and Bhagiratha (who might have based his etymological 
speculation on the words of the former ) mention the fact of 
Udayana’s personal conflict with Sriharsa’s father directly with- 
out the least suspicion about its veracity, But unlike Bhagi- 
таћа Cand Pandita is more definite about the manner of 
Sriharga’s revenge, which took the form of a literary retort ins- 
tead of a personal contest. It is interesting to note farther that, 
according to Candi Pandita, Sriharsa’s greatest ambition in 
life was to write this great Refutation and he acquired all his 
talents ( through devotions of the mystic Cintamani-mantra ) 
with that end in view. It is substantially proved in bur ‘opinion 
by the fact that in his ‘very angry’ mood Sriharsa nowhere 
refers to Udayana by name in the Khandana, 


$riharga's conflict with Udayana was а common tradition. 
current in the Indian seminaries, The editor of the Khandana 
with Sakari has recorded a tradition that Sriharsa debated 
directly with Udayana, who lived to answer Sriharga's argu- 
ments in the Atmatattvaviveka !! ( Introd., pp. 6-7). These 
floating traditions have little historical value, but the definite 
incident of Sriharga’s father Sribira's defeat at the hangs of 
Udayana recorded іп а commentary of the Naisadha within 
a century and a half from Sriharsa and exactly’ corroborated 
in later ‘commentaries forms the kernel of truth behind them 
all. It is possible to fix roughly the time of this historic 
debate between Udayana and Sribira, It could never have 
taken place before 1050 a.D. and probably took place in the: 
decade 1075-85 a.?., when Sriharga was a mere boy. 

Dare or Upayana: Under the above computation. 
‘Udayana’s date of birth would: fall about 1025 ло, and his 
period of activity would. cover the last half: of the century 
(1050-1100 a.v. ). This is confirmed by a large volume. of 
evidence which is summarised below. seu 

(1) Udayana’s feeling of great diffidence expressed 
atthe commencement of the Parifuddhi, which was one of 


16512 
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his last works, proves that he was removed by some length 
“of time from Vacaspati, who, as we have shown before, had 
been quoted and sometimes criticised by Udayana’s teacher 
Srivatsa. This feeling of great and almost aweful reverence 
for Vacaspati persists throughout the Parifuddhi and we quote 
below two magnificent verses from the unpublished portion 
of the book. Atthe end ofthe Pramana section Udayana 
writes : (fol. 71b of the Rotograph preserved in the Inititute ) 


err TATA a SANTA edi garang gag AT | 
ƏN krami ат чі att ag 99 eria ача | 
At the end of L. ii we find ( fol. 103Ь):— 
smaa ART aga: 
gamar: BAGH RS: | 
жая: sítaqgraeqra a fana теча, 
чаштан ч ы Чан 1 
(The reading in the Tanjore copy is somewhat. corrupt : 
Cat., p. 4482.) 


* Tt may be surmised, therefore, that Udayana was about 
three generations later than Vacaspati, whose date has been 
fixed by us as the latter half of the 1Cth century лл, At the 
present state of our knowledge it is impossible to refer the 
date 898 of Vacaspati’s Nyayastionibandha to the Vikrama 
eraand that Saka date (corresponding to 976-77 4.0.) falls 
about a century before the flourishing period of Udayana 
“under the above scheme, 


(2) Udayana’s date is most intimately related to that 
‘of Jianagri, who was directly controverted by him in his 
very first work, Atmatattvaviveka. And the date of Jianabti 
is fixed beyond any dispute in the Tibetan works. He was 
‘an exact contemporary of Dipahkara Śrījšāna, surnamed Atīša. 
‘The latter's life, based on contemporary sources, was dis- 


| 
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“covered by 5. C. Das in Tibet; it was ‘printed’ ‘in Tibet in 
the year called dog about the year 1250 лр? (Journ, Buddhist 
"Text Society, I. i, 1893, p. 7 fn. ). According to the Southern. 
System of Brhaspati Cycle introduced in Tibet about the year 
1026 a.n. the year Sadharana ( No. 44 ) is named Iron-dog in 
Tibetan (S. C. Das: Tibetan Grammar, 1915, App. V, 
рр. 9-10 ) and it fell exactly in «the year 1250 a. p. Atia ( who 
was born not in 980 a. n. but in 982-3 a. р.) left for Tibetan 
at the age of59in March 1041 4. ». (I. H. О VI, p. 159). 
Just three years before (i. e. in 1038 a. г. )the king of Tibet 
‘sent Nag-tsho ( Vinayadbara ) to Magadha for bringing Аба ; 
the elaborate account of his mission, which has been. published, 
bears on the face of it a stamp of veracity so rare in ordinary 
works of the type. The Tibetan learnt on arrival that among 
the eminent Pandits under Atifa one of the foremost was 
Ratnakirti, In a grand assembly at Vikramagila occurring “soon 
after the Tibetan saw among others two teachers of Абда viz. 
Vidyakokila and Naropanta (1. c. р. 18 ). Аба consulted 
oracles in various places and at Vajrasana and acted according 
to the instructions of 'Acárya Jinaéri (p.20). Sometime 
after (i. e. in 1039 a. p. ) Naropanta came on his last visit to 
Vikramagila ; “Һе leaned on the right arm of Atifa while 
Jianaírimitra helped him with his left arm”. (р. 21 ) Naro- 
pinta died soon after in the South. This definitely proves that 
Atiga and Jüanaíri were the two towering figures of Vikrama- 
ila at that time, though both of them were younger in age to 
Naropinta. Jřānaśri was then evidently retired, succeeded by 
his distinguished pupil Ratnakirti Like Абба he was presum- 
ably living still in 1050 4. p. and, as we have stated before, 
Udayana probably wrote the Atmatattvaviveka about this time 
{ say within 1050-60 a. p. ) when Jřānaśrī was still alive." 

i. The date of Adfa’s starting for Tibet, which exactly coincided 
with the king Nayapāla’s accession to the throne, is generally taken as 
1038 A. D., that is three years earlier than the date we have given ( Vidya- 
bhusana, l.c, p.520). This date has been practically accepted in the 
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_- (3) Udayana on the one hand was one full generation- 
(i.e, about 40 years) later than Jñánašri and on the other 
senior to Sriharga by the same period of time and both these 
pieces of evidence happilly combine to settle his date within. 
the last three quarters of the 11th century ( 1025-1100 ) a. л. 

„as we have stated above. 

Hist, of Bengal ( Vol. I, p. 177—where Nayapilw'a reign starts from 1038 
A.D.) Before Atifa started for Tibet there was a fight between Мауар а. 
and Karna ( ‘king of the Western countries’); this could not have taken 
place in 1038 A. D. when Karna was not yet on the throne. The confusion 
is due to the fact that the Brhaspati cycle is current in two different sys- 
tems—the Prabhavidi (called the Southern system) and the Vijayadi 
(called the Northern system). The former and not the latter was intro- 
duced in Tibet ( 8, C. Das : Tibetan Grammar, p. xv & Bk. I, p. 48) and 
the year Vikrama, when Аа left for Tibet according to the Tibetan 
accounts, fell in 1038 A. p. according to the lattet system, while it fell in 
1040-41 A, D. under the former system, which is still current in Tibet. A 
similar confusion arose in computing the birthdate of Atifa, which was in 
the Tibetan year Tsu-rta (Water-horse) corresponding to the Chitrabhanu 

of the Brhaspati cycle ; under the Southern system that year fell in 982-83. 
A, D, and not in 980 A. D. “Jifanafri Mitra of Gauda” was a gatekeeper at 
VikramaGila under Canaka ( Vidyabhusana, p. 520) but the Tibetan his- 
torians Taranatha and Sumpo mention five mythical Pala kings ( including 
Canaka ) between Mahipala and Nayapsla, Unlike them the biographer 
of Аша correctly stated that Абба became High priest under Mahipzla. 
< р. 11), the patron evidently of Jiranari also. 


CHAPTER Il 
PRE-GANGESA WRITERS 


SRIVALLADBAOARYA : is the author ofthe Nyayalilavati, 
one of the few original classics of the Navyanyaya, which has 
been happily published with three commentaries ( Chowkh. 
-ed., 1934, рр. 864). At the very, outset- we should mention 
that the name of the author was Srivallabha and not Vallabha. 
Vadindra calls him by that name ( Rasasara, p. 92), while in 
the Chitsukhitika he is invariably cited under the name of 
Srivallabha ( Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 196, 198, 230, 298-99 &c., 
more than a dozen times) and not even once as Vallabha. 
Rajafekhara in his commentary on the Kandali confused the 
name ( Peterson's Report, 1887, р. 273 : «aff g атай erat 
TNI suem) and mistook the book as а commentary on 
the Bhasya, but he knew that the name ofthe author began 
with а ‘Sr’. Gunaratna ( 1409 a.D. ) also followed Rajéekhara, 
but he described: the book correctly ( Lc, p. 282 : rada: 
эйчетчтйя: ) The Lilavati, as the book is commonly known, 
covers the same grounds as ће Pragastapadabhasya, which 
be it known, was invariably called at the end of the six 
chapters of the book by the commentator Sridhara by the 
correct and significant пате ‘Padarthapravesa’ ( Kandali, 
рр. 94, 289, 311, 321, 324 & 330). In other words, the 
elaboration of the six categories of the Vaifesika system 
which became the prime function of the Vaigesika scholars 
ever since Pragastapada to the detriment of the original 
Kaņādasūtras, formed the main thesis of Srivallabha,. the first 
chapter of his book named ( Padartha-) Vibhagapariccheda 
forming its great bulk (upto p. 731 ofthe Chowkh. ed. ). 
rivallabha, however, displayed his originality by adding three ` 
small chapters at the end respectively elaborating Differance 
‘of properties (Vaidharmya ), Community of properties 
( Sádharmya ) and Operation ( Prakriya ). . The whole book is 
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divided besides into 75 separate sections falling under the- 
four chapters. Some of these “sections including the whole 
chapter on Operation mark а departure from the doctrines. 
of the original Satrakara and a distinct tendency towards fusion 
with the Nyaya. As a matter of fact, in the second introductory 
verse Scivallabha, with an excellent pun, describes Lady 
Lilavati (the actual name of his own wife according to 
Vardhamina and other scholiasts) asa skilful mistress in the 
premises of the Science of Reasoning ( 

). This proves that according to Srivallabha the 
Vailesika system as well as the Nyaya system both come under 
the term ‘Anviksik’. There have been borrowings from each 
other. For instance, Abhava ( negation ) has been accepted as 
aseparate category into the Vaigesika from the Nyaya, just as 
the mental organ is introduced into the latter from the former. 
"This, says Srivallabha ( pp. 35-6, read with Vardhamüna ), does 
not conflict with the individuality of the two systems. The 
section on Abhava (pp. 544-79) is immediately followed in 
the Lilavatl by the section on Apavarga ( Emancipation, рр» 
580-98 ), both coming under the category of Guna. 


The Lilavati was by far the best Vaigesika treatise in the 
medieval period, and the most intricate one. It outshone the 
more or less elementary treatises of Sarvadeva (whose Pramana- 
maja, though popular, is only a booklet of 16 pages), 
Vadiy igigvara (author of the Manamanohara, not yet published) 
and Sivaditya Migra. Like the works of Udayana on the опе 
hand and that of Gaügefa on the other the intricacy of the 
LilavaH attracted. the best intellects of Mithila even before the 
times of Gañgeša and it enjoyed the privilege of being the only 
post-Udayana work before Gañgeta to rank among the immor- 
tal classics of Neo-Logic. 


The authorities cited in it are listed below alphabetically z 
Indra, a pre-Pápinian grammarian (р. 625 ). 
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Udayana in Tatparyasuddhi ( p. 445) : the passage cited 
is interesting, it accords Udayana’s fling at the scholars of 
Bengal for their incorrect pronunciation of the three sibilants. 
still persisting in Bengal ( yanfgearfafiarrng Anea: 
rena "җәп MATEJA: | 

Kiranavalikara (pp. 399-400, 533-34 & 823). In the 
first two cases Udayana is criticised and rather violently 
( saadaan) in the second place, where Udayana’s. 
novel arguments against the admissibility of Upamina asa. 
means of valid knowledge are cited at length. 


Carakacárya ( p. 816 ). 

Tika (i.e. Kiranavali, pp. 38 & 39). The term is 
invariably applied to the Tatparyafika of Vacaspati, but. 
Srivallabha as a protagonist of the Vaifesika in a manner paid 
his respects to Udayana by using the term for the Kiranavalt. 
instead. 


Tutatita (i. е, Китана) mentioned along with Kirti, the 
Buddhist authority ( p. 480). 


Tattvakaumudi of Vacaspati ( p. 533 ) cited with appro- 
val on the refutation of Upamàna. 


Bhisarvajiia (p. 405): the passage is cited as very impor- 
cab ean ad Sd SETTINGS TL ET- 
NGA TATA TENGGA aa Pret ere 


Da (i.e Nyayabhügana of Bhasarvajiia, pp. 283, 
357, 452, & 856). All фе passages are important and should 
be carefully discussed. We need only refer to one line of Sri- 
vallabha, which has been noticed by many scholars, afgaat- 

— Po kicuis 
тр A мачат (p. 358). Padmanabha in his 
'Anunaya commentary ( Adyar Ms., p. 143 of a transcript with. 
‘the present writer) explains ard facreftesi sume | аады 
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uper We should better take Prafastapüda as the 
Acarya in this passage It should be stated that Padmanabha 
here mistook Bhasarvajfia and Bhūşaņa as different persons. 
The passage clearly indicates that according to Srivallabha 
Vacaspati ( Tatparyatiha, p. 277 ) came after Bhasarvajria. 


Paramakogakara ( p.675 : srl fragt тесеп afit qar 
Sierras |) 

Mabavrata ( p. 647 ), an ancient Асагуа. 

Vyomācārya ( p. 834 : vide Vyomavati, p. 450 ). 
Te should, moreover, be noticed that Srivallabha never refers to 
Udayana by the honorific title Acarya almost universally attri- 
buted to him. То him Vacaspati was the ‘Acarya’ (р. 533), 
the Titparyacarya (py 358) and the ‘Paramanyayacarya’ 

* (р. 762). P 


Like Udayana Srivallabha was a powerful writer. His 
intricate argumentative style is interspersed with elegant pas- 
sages here and there. We may referto the splendid passages 
on pp. 140, 144 and 648 as instances. 


Srivallabha undoubtedly belonged to Mithila. In the first 
place from the earliest times it was commented upon by 
Майа scholars of the front rank like Prabhakara, Vardha- 
māna and VateBvara and when Vardhamina categorically states 
that in the first'prayer verse and the second introductory verse 
the author had respectively referred through double entendre to 
his father Purugottama and his beloved wife Lilavati, there is 
not the remotest chance that the pedigree of a ‘foreign’ author 
could come within his knowledge so directly. Only a Maithila 
scholar’s family details could be recorded by Vardhamana in 
that manner. In the second place, Srivallabha incidentally 
refers to a reigning monarch in the following elegant passage :~ 

i. For another suggestion vide: Tatparyācārya—JAS, Vol. XVII, 
No. 3 p. 243. 
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af qe maan Рата wee унай 
aqla a) eaaa | (p. 290; repeated by 
Vaidhamina in his commentary on the passage p. 291). The 
passage is cited in the Nyayamuktawali, a commentary on 
"Udayana's Laksanavali by беа Sarahgadbara ( Varanasi ed., 
p. 41), who made it more elegant by adding the word четт. I 
is also reproduced іп the Citsukhi (p.322) and in the Upas- 
kara of Sabkara Mitra. (under II. ii. 10), in a modifed form. 
It was evidently inspired bya passage of the Kiranavali in the 
same section of Kala (Varanasi edi, p. 116 : елеп ататтЕййчт 

fama Rendeng cf. Upaskara on II. 
3.6). Cinnabhatta localised it by mentioning Vijayanagari 
and Virūpākşa instead (p.228). We need hardly state here 


that Mithila was under the rule of a "Karnata' dynasty for two s; 


centuries and a half (from about 1100 to 1350 A.D, ), which 
was the most glorious period in the cultural and social history 
of Mithila. The most illustrious among the kings of the dynasty 
was its founder Nanyadeva ( 1094-1147 a.n. ). If the Bhū- 
parikramana (fol.18b) and the Purusaparthsa of Vidyāpati 
are to be believed this monarch ‘of the Karnáta family’ ( arë- 
gada) was living still in the reign of Jayacandra of Капаш] 
(vide gaiten ).. There is hardly any doubt that Srivallabha 
was referring to this monarch of Mithila in the above passage. 
Te should be carefuly noticed that the referente is toa ‘Kar- 
mata? family and not to a ‘Karnata’ country. 


In the following interesting example of ‘intuition’ (stam) 
Stivallabha refers again to a local monarch, who was not, how- 
ever, a ‘Cakravartin’ (overlord) but only a ‘Nepati? :—(р. 629) 
derit aRar чїнчїп ЫШ 


жатат эң 
Зет raman ux wangi maA зпад | я 3 faa: 
атата [rêma anara, amt] That this 


isa reference to a living monarch’ is proved by the author's 
assertion that the incident known through intuition tallied with. 
facts, Sañkara Mitra explains that it is an example of know- 
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ledge at a distance in position, not in time, (ib., р. 629 
тїзї чаткі). 

Srivallabha frequently mentions Varanasi ( рр. 140, 399- 
400 ) with which he was apparently quite familiar. In the first 
mention ( p. 140 ) he seems to have recorded his personal ex- 
perience thata pupil’s brain improves sweetly from sips of 
Сайса water at Varanasi after tasting myrobalan. He must 
then have studied at Varanasi and from early times Maithila 
students had kept up communication with that great centre of 
Indian culture and religion. 

Dare or Snivantasia : As we have stated above Srivalla- 
bha has not given the well-known epithet ‘Acarya’ to Udayana, 
from whom he was not much removed in time. On pp. 37-40 
he has cited the views of a scholar, partly of the same school, 
with whom, however, he disagrees, who quoted the Tika (i.e. 
the Kiranavali, vide Guna part, р. 184 ; Rasasdra, p. 22 and 
Gunaprakasa, p. 48) in his support. We should, therefore, 
place him about two generations after Udayana in the second 
„quarter of the 12th century a. p. late in the reign of Nanyadeva. 
His definition of Vyapti, as is well-known, is cited and refuted 
by Gaigega in the section on Parvapaksa ( B. I. ed., р. 83 and 
Lilavati, pp. 496). But he was not cited anywhere by Si- 
harga, who was his exact contemporary. On the other hand, a 
pre-Gañgefa scholar of Mithila named Prabhakaropadhyaya 
‘commented on his work perhaps for the first time. Мапу 
authors of the 13th century a. p, like Vadindra and Citsukha, 
not belonging to Mithila, have quoted him respectfully by 
“name, It is impossible, therefore, to place him after 1175 4, D, 
It should be mentioned here that Pratyagrüpa, commentator of 
-Citsukha in one place ( Citsukhi, Nirn. ed., p. 326 ) refers to 
“the Lilavati asa ‘recent? book. Pratyagrüpa's date is about 
1350 А. p, 

From the folowing quotation which we traced in 
"Vardhamiüna's Anvikjinayatattvabodha it is gathered that 
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besides the Lilavati Srivallabha wrote a commentary on the 
5th chapter of the Nydyasiitra, the most intricate part of the 
system, Many other scholars including Udayana tackled the 
-chapter separately. 


эз signis ai Rama бача ачтар чЧатчтечі aé 
жеп! APA amemarahi | Trang 
Qaqaqa | Ge Prakara aa TETTE seers 
Wu; (under V. i. 14) Vardhamêna bas referred to this view 
“of Srivallabha also in the Parifistaprakaía (р. 38) under the 
“caption $f: Moreover, itis likely that Srivallabha wrote 
a separate tract named [Svarasiddhi cited by himself ( p. 406 : 
чеп Swem Psvüaruu, for, the reference does not 


seem to be to the small section on lévara in the Lilavati 
pp. 239-62 ), where the relevant topic is not traceable. 


$rvApitva Miéna : The name of this great author 
“of various works on the Nyaya-Vai$esika now lives through his 
-elementary treatise Saptapadarthi, which has long been 
published with various commentaries. Though all his polemi- 
eal works have perished, his prayer at the end of the Sapta- 
-padarthi has been luckily fulfilled : 


qt «га атаң ATA ан чача: | 
aa mg Tarekat iu 


“Gañgeśa, who very rarely names his predecessors, made an 
-exception in the case of Sivaditya, who is cited by name in 
the section on Nirvikalpa ( Prataksa part, B. L ed., p. 830): 
-the following verse in the passage bas been wrongly printed 
“as prose : ms 
rrinin af aver 
tahên Радна 
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qué цитїнїн aaa que: 
ЧӨ q mêgana < че 1 
sf (ib, p. 829) 


Jt may be taken as a typical illustration of the style and 
consummate scholarship of Sivaditya exhibited in his lost 
works which seem to have been both in prose and verse. In 
the present case Sivaditya was cited by Gaigea only to be 
refuted. Сайдеја= own views on the intricate point, the 
definition and function of Vigesana and Upalakgana, were 
based on a passage of Udayana ( from the Kiranawali, pp. 201- 


_ 2) respectfully quoted and explained by him (рр. 834-5 ). 


Among the lost works of Sivaditya the Laksanamald, 
based on Mahavidya syllogism ( vide Citsukhitika, pp. 180-81 ), 
was probably his masterpiece. We have stated before that 
the recently published work of that name, wrongly ascribed 
to him, is really a long-lost work of Udayana. Not one single 
sentence of Sivaditya, cited by different authorities, can be 
traced in it. Sivaditya’s array of intricate definitions, which 
earned for him the epithet of a ‘follower of the new crooked 
path’ was assailed by Vadindra ( Mahavidyavidambana, 
pp. 14,19, 109 & 117) and more, frequently by Citsukha 
(vide Citsubhitika, pp. 180, 183, 192437195, 200, 237, 295-6, 
309.313 & 327-8) in the second chapter of the Tattua- 
pradipika. Among these dozen quotations one (p. 237 ) is 
particularly important: Citsukha refers to it as a “crooked 
course’ of the ‘modem’, which is really an elaboration of 


Udayana’ words and anonymously quoted by Gañgefa in the 


7 Баз been discovered (Introd. 


tery beginning of the Upadhivada. It should be noticed that 
this very passage of Sivaditya is ascribed by Anandapirna to 


1 Narayana-Sarvajfia (q.v.). None of these definitions аге 


traceable in the Saptapadarthi. L 
A very small tract of $iyaditya named Hetukhandana 
Mahavidyavidambana, p. ХІХ)». 


> Sivaditya Міга 63 


In it there are references to two lost works of Sivaditya, 
‘Upadhivartika’ and 'Arthapattivartike? and to an unknown 
author of a certain *Mayanandan? ( fol. 8). Probably Sivaditya 
had written a comprehensive work with the appelative “Vartika’, 
the above-mentioned works forming two of its parts. Besides 
the long quotation by Сайдеба ( Pratyaksa, рр. 829-30 ), many 
other passages of Sivaditya, all of them intricate and learned, 
are found in various works, We quote some of them below. 
Vardhamüna in his Tattvabodha under V.i. 37 writes :— 


Rafa Tana aana Terange | ana 


(Chowkh. ed. with Yadava's commentary, p. 9) :—9169- 
fira, E: safi anêng ana Fan ча: | 
Janakinatha bas quoted this same view of Sivaditya at the 
1 end of the Anaviksikitattvavivarana (fol. 1666). This 
classification of Upadhi into two classes, Sakhanda and 
‘Akhanda, already referred to by Gaitgesa ( Pratyaksa, p. 842), 
has been variously ascribed to different scholar Among 
Nyaya scholars Sivaditya seems to be the earliest, In the 
Saptapadarthi he'devides Sümanya ( Universals) into two 
d classes Jati and Upadhi perhaps for the first time. 


€ 
Among other original views of Sivaditya we should men- 
tion his definition of Darkness ( Saptapadarthi, p 84: màfia” 
Adisara) which is an adaptation of the famous views < 
ofthe Kandali. Like Bhasarvajfia he accepts srreafara ASA 
separate class of Hetvābhāsa, which according to hiñwás si- 5^ 
fold. Against all Vailesika views he enumerates ап jeleVenth. ° 
‘quarter’ (Dik) named ашё. He enumerates а ВЫЙ. 
variety of Samánya ‘Pardpara’, His predilection for the камай: i 
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is again manifested in his admitting ‘Citrarasa’ (p.26). 
Balabhadra, the commentator, remarks ҸҸ ( p. 149 ). 


Sivaditya’s date can be easily fixed as the middle of the 
12th century a.» As he was controverted by the eminent 
scholar of South India, Vadindra, who flourished in the reign 
of the famous Yadava king Singhana ( 1210-47 A. n, ) he cannot 
be brought down further than 1175 ^. р. He certainly came 
after Udayana and was one of the bright stars in the galaxy of 

eat scholars who flourished about 1150 a. ».—Srivallabba, 


һагда, Vadivigiévara and others, 


Kegava Mina: author of the Tarkabhasa, an ele- 
mentary treatise of Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrines, which is more or 
less popular throughout India. It is divided into two broad 
divisions—Pramüna and Prameya. It is not certain if he belon- 
ged to Mithila. Asa matter of fact among its numerous com- 
mentators ( in Dr. Bhandarkar’s ed., pp, xix-xx the list contains 
28 names), there is only one Gopinatha who belonged to 
Mithila, but his commentary circulated not in Mithila at all but 
in South India. In the most flourishing period of advanced 
studies on Navyanyaya in Mithila and Bengal the smaller and 
elementary works never attracted scholars and they became 
extinct or what is more surprising, some of them created excel- 
lent fields elsewhere. There is a notable instance in the Nyaya- 
siddhantamastjari of Janakinatha, which was composed at Nava- 
dvipa and completely forgotten there, though it was studied at 
Varanasi and elsewhere for a long time. We believe the Tarka- 
bhaga similarly was driven out of Mithila and became popular 
in Varanasi, from where it circulated in other parts of India. 


Our reasons for regarding Kegava as a Maithila are the- 
following. (1) The title Mišra is found in the colophon of the 
Tarkabhasa in all manuscripts and that, prima facie, points to- 
Mithila as the author's birth place. (2) Kefava was well-read 
inthe works of Udayana. At the beginning of his work Һе 


"We ` UNE UU 
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started with Udayanz's definition of Prama (aariaa: way 
taken from Ње Kusumāřjali IV. 1) and towards the end cited 
his definition of the fallacy ‘Asiddhi? (also taken exactly from 
the Kusumāřjali Ш. р. 39) mentioning his name, Moreover, 
in the latter case Kegava attempts to meet in his own way the 
objection that Udayana's definition is open to the charge of 
overlapping. KeSava’s predilection for Udayana might be taken 
аз а good pointer to his place of origin. (3) According to 
Peterson ( Cat. of Очаг Mss., 1892, p. 28 ) the splendid Mss- 
Library of the Maharaja of Alwar preseves a copy ( Ms. No. 
653) of a commentary on the Tarkabhasa by Vardhamána 
named Tarkaprakafa and а sub-commentary on the same by 
Rucidatta. We failed to get any further information on these 
two unique manuscripts. If they have been correctly. described 
by Peterson it would be a convincing proof that Kešava belon- 
ged to Mithila. For, a superior Maithila scholar of the posi- 
tion of Vardhamāna could not be supposed to have wielded his 
masterly pen upon an elementary work of ‘foreign’ origin. 


Date of Keéava Migra: We аге of opinion that Kešava. 
belonged to the middle ofthe 12th century A. 0. His direct 
mention of Udayana and the marked predilection for his views 
point to the same coñclusiop, He must have preceded Gañgeša 
bya length of time. For, Cinnabhatta (late in the 14th cen- 
tury л. р.) commented on it at Vijayanagari, the great cultural 
centre of South India, where Kešava's work must have circula- 
ted long аро. Cinnabhatta, it should be noted, himself belon- 
ged to a very distinguished family and was quite unaware of 
Gaigeda, Vardhamana again regarded the Lilavafi and the 
Khandana, both written in the middle of the 12th century A. Diy 
as the latest classics for him to adorn with masterly commenta- 
ries. As Kegava also seems to have attracted his pen, he can- 
not be later in date. Kefava is unaware of the great Khandana- 
kara, who was probably his contemporary. His early date is 
corroborated by the fact that his work bristles. with a large 
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“number of various readings. According to Cinnabhatta, (р. 137) 
and following him Visvakarma ( p. 42 ), Kefava has controver- 
ted the views of the Kandalikara (vide Kandali, p. 206 ) in his 
treatment of Anumana. He has similarly rejected the Kandali’s 
views on the nature of gold ( which in Nyaya falls under the 
substance ‘light? ) preferring Udayana’s opinion on the point 
{ vide Cinnabhatta, p. 214). Kefava, therefore, belongs to an 
early period, when Udayana’s controversy with Sridhara was 
still a current topic. 


Dr, Bhandarkar (in his Introd., p. xxiii) suspected that 

‘Kegava Bhatta, author of the Tarkadipika upon the Tarkabhasz 
‘may be the same’ as Keéava Migra, Keśava Bhatta, however, 
of the Laugaksi family was a much later scholar of Varanasi. 
He commented also on Udayana’s Laksanavali ( transcript at 
Mithila Institute from Baroda) and on the Saptapadarthi- 
padarthacandrika (Tanjore Cat, pp. 4458-59 ). This latter 
Tippani was composed in 1521 Saka ( 1599 a. 
XÈ corresponding correctly to the year Vikarin, according to 
the Southern system of the Brhaspati cycle ). 


MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA CANDRA : One of the authors who 
is referred to anonymously by Gañgeša, In the Sabdamani- 
pariksa (of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma) of which a unique 
manuscript is now preserved in the Sarasvati-Bhavana, 
Varanasi, (foll. 23-143 dated 1503 Saka, the copy belonged 
‘to the famous M. M. Vidyanivasa ) we discovered the follow- 
na pets | (fol. 0) жеч табе Sup Я, я 8 Ret 


prah; ( compare ! ge 5 ктү чын 
the Pandit, VIII, p. 132). There is another сае from 
Candra in the same work (fol. 70а): wawa saeh gahi хат 
amai sofia oferta абет Тана ат 
ff чей їчтє | Candešvara (in Krtyaratnakara, p. 82 ) calls 
him a gemar. Two works of this scholar have been 


" 
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discovered, which at one time exercised a great influence 
among dialecticians of Eastern India. One of it, the Amrtabindu: 
exists in a very incorrect copy in the Asiatic Society ( foll. 49 ), 
the colophon running : ft Saarinen Аче 
spe gama | It deals with “Vidhi and 'Apürva' exclussively 
and proves its affiliation by quoting only from the Nibandhana’ 
(fol.36b & 48ab), Vivarana (23a, 36b & 48b, both of 
Prabhakara himself), Prakaranapanjika ( of Salikanatha, 34a y 
and Mahavrata (45a). This book also has been cited in: 
Sarvabhauma’s Sabdamanipariksa ( under” Apirvavada,. 
fol. 28b : чака ries mah, riff mawas 
reprint were aaia- 
afa: wem Pret: | Both Candra and his work, the Amrtabindu 
were cited also in the Sabdalokoddyota of ( Sarvabhauma’s son ), 
Vahinipati Bhattacarya (fol. 23a-b of Ms. of the Bhau Daji 
collection at Poona ). 


Another work of Candra named Nayaratnakara exists. 
in the Darbara Library at Nepal ( H. P. Sastri : Nepal Cat., 
1905, р. 113). At the end of this book Candra mentioned 
that he belonged to the ‘PoSali’ family :— 

sat чад: fired quce 

fred Tere өткө тб: | 
There is no family in Mithila, as far as we have learnt, which 
has Pofali as its Mülagráma, though he has been claimed for 
Mithila by M. M. Dr. Umesha Mishra (Jha Commemoration. 
Vol,p.243). Роба happens to be a well-known Srotriya. 
family of Radhiya Brahmanas of Bengal, It still survives in 
Bengal by the name 'l'uóilala belonging to the Kasyapa gotra. 
In earlier genealogical works the name is mentioned regularly 
as ‘Posali’ or ‘Posali’ ( vide the texts cited by us in I. H. Q., 
ШІ, p. 139). It was situated somewhere in Radha ог West 
Bengal. In this book Candra refers to the Vivarana, the 
Viveka, the Pamcika (of Salikanatha ) and Srikara ( Jha 
Comm. Vol., p. 245). 
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Candra held independent views about the categories, 
which according to him were eleven in number, Saükara 
"Miéra in the Vadivinoda (p.53) and Padmanabha in his 
Setutika (p.105) describe him as ‘Prabhakaraikadesin’ for 
that reason. According to Candra ‘Ownership’ (ека) is the 
eighth category. His views on the point are given and 
refuted by Vacaspati Migra Л in the Tattvaloka under Il. i. 33 
(fol 108b : zeranean: gard: arafaf чл: ) and anonymously 
by Vardhamāna in the Lilavatiprakaéa ( pp. 82-83). He was 
undoubtedly one of the Prabhakara scholars, whose works 
Gaigela specially studied under professors as stated by him 
at the commencement of his book (sperem пш wem). 
For, the Amrtabindu exibits to а large extent. the Navyanyaya 
style of almost interminable streams of arguments and counter- 
arguments so prominent in Gangesa, Candra was one of the 
original sources of Gañgefa in the Vidhivada and Aptirvavada 
portions of the Sabdakhapda and as such we cannot but refer 
to him here though we hold that he was a Bengali by origin. 


According to М. М. Dr. Mishra Candra’s date is ‘before 
1100 a, (Jha Comm. Vol, p.246). This is no longer 
tenable. The Viveka mentioned by Candra in the Nayaratna- 
ara is the Nayaviveka of Bhavanatha, who cites Srikara by 
зате (р. 271). Bhavanātha was most probably a rival and 
contemporary of Bhavadeva, as indicated by Nandilla-Gopa 
in the commentary of the Prabodhacandrodaya (IL 3), Bhava- 
deva’s period of activity has been fixed by us within 1060- 
1110 мю, (LH.Q, XXII, pp. 13335), Candra cannot, 
therefore, be placed before the 12th century a. p, and as he is 
«cited by Мшай he cannot be later either. 


DIVAKAROPADEYAYA : a supreme authority in the Nyaya- 
Vaifegka literature of Mithila, better known as the Uddyota- 
kāra, Divakara’s name is familiar among scholars from a rare 
‘quotation found in Jagadíía's Sabdafahtiprahatihz ( Varanasi 


^ 
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ved, p. 171 in the section on Karaka : Kareta Четачбынйч 


апа ah wwe ger abet 


quu. 
"Jagadifa, a comparatively late author, borrowed this from the 


‘Anviksikitattvavivarana, а separate commentary on Nyayasutra 
(Chap. V only ) by Janakinatha, father of Jagadifa's teacher 
Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma (Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms. of Rama- 
bhadra's Nyayarahasya, fol. 156a ). From Pragalbha's Manitika 
we first came to know that Divakara preceded Gahgefa. In the 
ISvaravada, commenting on the passage 91 ERE 
aa (В.І. ed., р. 131), Pragalbha explains тавтиа 
wf CAnumana-Pragalbhi, 8. B. Ms, fol. 190a and Bombay 
R. A. Š. copy fol. 160a). There is a passage in the Dravya- 
prakaía of Vardhamüna where two former explanations of a 
statement of Udayana are cited ( Kiranavali, Varanasi ed., p. 
50 fn.: the reading in the B. I. ed., рр. 217-18 is corrupt :— 
yere. ar sraqearnari Angan я quoi qa 
T NTA qara SERA sen атаа, | ерда 
Tee Hed етед {99 | Pragalbha gives here a 
very informative note in the Dravya-Pragalbhi ( Navadvipa Ms. 
fol. 113a): È=) A fewer, Divakara, 
therefore, commented on the Kiranavali before Vardhamana as 
“did another rival scholar of Mithila named Prabhakara. In the 
Dravya section Pragalbha has adorned his sub-commentary with 
very frequent quotations from Divakara; we counted as many 
аз 50 (from fol, 30 to 140), which is by far the largest num- 
er from а single author. Pragalbha evidently regarded him as 
‘a very great authority upon Udayana. Phrases like яй 

(fol, 83a), gi атечачса: (51b ), aa frame 
4-192, 109b, 121b & 130a ) display his regard for him. Some 
of these passages of Divakara also prove that Vardhamāna is 
indebted to а large extent to Divakara for the formidable pre 
«cision of his style in defining various terms. Medieval scholar- 
ship for a long time consisted in bringing out the full signifi- 
-cance of every part of these definitions. The definition of 
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Dravyatva in Drauyaprakata ( B. I. ed., p. 164) was formulated" 
by Vardhamana after rejecting that of Divakara ( p. 163). For, 
Pragalbha here again gives us the information (fol. 86b: 


яп quafa—« Sfr ). 


Another well-informed scholar of Bengal Pundarikaksa 

Vidyasigara refers to Divikara in the following revealing pas- 
sage of the Katantrapradipa in the section on Karaka ( printed 
in Gurunatha’s ed, of the Kalapa, р. 715 ) .— 
uf eedem: Вата Рт: евич ginn zar 
daaa егеп ght «паче д6 exid— 
Here two works of Divakara have been mentioned by name, 
Khandanatika and Nibandhoddyota. The Uddyota has been 
mentioned by Vacaspati II in the Tattdloka ( fol, 53а) under 
Li.10. The illuminating passage is cited below : quf яч 
waite ada staat sfera dandana menn 
SRECURIE TATA | qar TE mit fre апач 
апд radish AATA STCRÉTETUHTS | A st аад ч 
RATT: че яеаачата | тачат нөт L 
$айкага Migra also mentioned the Uddyota as one of the three 
illuminating commentaries on the Nibandha, Vasudeva Sárva- 
bhauma in Anumanamanipariksa (S. B. Ms. fol. ба) cited a 
doctrine of the Pramanoddyota. 


Fortunately a fragment of the book is preserved in the 
Asiatic Society (No. 4770 of the Govt. collection ), though its 
great importance was missed by Н, Р. Sastri and other scholars. 
This unique copy written in the Maithila script is dated 164. 
L. S., but the copy in palm leaves is very much injured; several 
leaves are missing and several torn. It begins : 


U ® яя: reed I 
mima q: ÂE: | 
9 adtafrararegearntt agal 11 
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“sarar ит aana area — Pee 1 qui той 
ейбчетаудацета = ачта ч ҹи: | аҹ seh sea: srada Qa 
TT ET vader: | afer anata: ёч uen aequ ef 
етте: ? эта SUED MARANER: Š gat aman apud 
ar waar fe seit KATANG: бачча ЧЧ fea: quat 
GENTENAN | этет fadi Prakara, Ваа, mur чег 
wat arent: aen хәй тӘ. 
warrant: 1 The last folio (which is fortunately preserved 
with the page-mark lost, the previous folio, not however the 


immediately preceding one, being marked 56 ) is wholly repro- 
duced, containing an. extremely valuable colophon though torn 


ata vital place. E afi PARI refer: | аат 
aen sentir game inann AR NF gem ll 
aR AR (а: 98 a: | 
agrees aerei gê fa оч RTRT 11 


Aet travian dame тапай абаа | а ad 
ey saat 011 Divakara’s father serveda certain king of 
Mithila in an important priestly function and the transcript 
(dated somewhere between 1272 and 1283 a. р.) was made 
when а certain king was reigning in Mithila. As if by a cons- 
piracy the two royal names have been torn off | 


In the above extract the name of Divakara’s commentary 
оп the Kiranavali has been preserved viz. V 11A s A, Mallinatha 
in his commentary on the Tarkikaraksa once (р. 129) referred 
to Diyakara as the Vilāsakāra and cited his definition of Moksa 
(an _ ŠaraFruraqqqsiaqrsni ane: quu ч mean 
этїї Өт aagagafragaian ). Pragalbha also referred 
to him once as the Vilāsakāra. ( Dravya-Pragalbhi, fol. 73a ). 
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The Vilasa is cited twice in Paksadhara’s Dravyaviveka 
(fol. 90а & 96a). Inthe above fragment of the Uddyota 
Divakara frequently cited from previous commentaries without 
of course naming them and in most places refuted their argu- 
ments: е, в. а faa (fol. 21a), этч fm (23b ), ib. (32a), 
fay (33b), aft Afaa! ser д ( 55b ) and wg (62a). All 
these prove that a long line of scholiasts upon Udayana’s 
Nibandha existed before the times of Divakara The following 
passages are extracted from the fragment as somewhat 
interesting: 

эт TIRU (0) acarani sir Tyg farei 
areata: ( fol. 16a ). 
' fira giaa Rufi. eam, eurer =й 
semen | ( 33b ) 

Tariana абача а g TÈ: | ( 41a) 
Buddbist doctrines are refuted in this chapter and in that con- 
nection Divakara records the important fact that he commented. 
also on Udayana's Bauddhadhikara : бг «атата STER- 
fiqrQsenfu: sifra 1 ( 51Ь). It is interesting to note that this 
long-lost commentary of Divakara bore the name the Aloka 
the title of the famous commentary of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ) 
on the Tattvacintamani. 


Divakara also commented on Udayana’s Kusumaitjali and 
the name of this commentary was Pariana. It was men- 
tioned by Sahkara Mira in the following line src sut ar 
sare Krasa This portion of Sahkara's commentary has 
been mysteriously tagged on to the beginning of Ramabhadra 
Sarvabhauma’s Kusumanjalikarikavyakhya ; we have discussed 
the point under Tvantopadhyaya below. байката evidently 
mentioned the three names of previous commentaries.in the 
ascending order of chronology, proving that Divakara preceded 
both Vardhamana and the Makarandakara (і. е, Tvantopa= 
dhyaya ). This Parimala of Divakara has been approvingly 
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cited’ once by Sarvabhauma in his extensive commentary on а 
single phrase of Gañgeśa ( qgrigfirergeni: Vyaptivada, Pūrva- 
paksa, р, 87 ) thus ganu TATARAN: qeu, WRTRTRTEGUTSTA- 
fitam ret üget eman | ( Anumdnamanipariksa, fol. 26a ), 
The Parimala has also been cited by Rucidatta five times in 
the Makaranda upon Vardhamina’s Kusumdifjaliprakata ( vide 
Chowkh, ed. Stavaka I, рр. 22-23, Ш, p.21, IV, p. 1 and 
V,p.10). The Parimala is nota sub-commentary on Var- 
dhamiāna’s Prakiéa as is sometimes wrongly taken. A frag- 
ment of it was discovered long ago in a Jaina Bhandara, 
quite beyond the reach of scholars ( Descriptive Catalogue 
of Manuscripts in the Jain Bhandars at Райа. Vol. 1, 
Introd. р. 44). Divakara became famous by his great com- 
mentaries on all the major works of Udayana, though there is 
no evidence available yet that he had commented on the Pari- 
Sista also, We shall refer to an interesting doctrine which: 
seems to have been first promulgated by Divakara. The prer 
positions ( Upasargas ), according to a view ascribed commonly 
to Ње Kandalikira, ( compare saafin яя Kandali p. 2.) 
directly denote meanings by the primary function of words ; in. 
other words they are qr. Udayana denies them any such 
function, they only can elucidate meanings which primarily 
belong to the verbs to which they are attached. That is to say: 
they are only Se. Divakara adopted a middle course—they 
„are фае in cases where the primary meanings of verbs are con 
.tradicted by the prepositions ; in the rest, they are ать. This. 
‘view has been cited and rejected by Gañgeta ( Sabda part, 
"Upásargavida, p. 856). That the view was advocated by 
Divakara is stated by Pundarikaksa Vidyasagara in the Katantra-- 
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Divakara’s date can now be definitely fixed within 1200- 
504.». He cannot be placed before 1200 a. р. as he had com- 
mented, perhaps for the first time, on the Khandana and refer- 
«ed to more than one previous commentaries on Udayana. On 
the other band the date of the transcript of his ‘Udyota ( falling 
within 1272-83 A. D: ) marks the lower limit of his date. The 
transcript might have been made within his very life-time. 


Pra»pAKAROPADHYAYA : One of the greatest pre-Gangeéa 
scholars of the Nyaya-Vaigesika, whose name had been lost for 
га long time. Не was nota Mimatnsaka and it goes without 
saying that he is not identical with Prabhakara Міга the 
founder of a Mimass school, who preceded him by at least 
500 years, He probably wrote commentaries on all the four 
major works of Udayana, In the Dravya-Pragalbhi ( ап unique 
manuscript preserved in the Public Library at Navadvipa 
"dated 386 L. S., examined by us thoroughly 15 years ago )the 
following references to Prabhakara were traced, Gat FASTA 
чеге (fol. 83а). This proves that Prabhakara wrote a com- 
mentary on Udayana's Parifuddhi, ever ARR APAR qalan 
4(fol 98b : this is also from the Nibandhatika ). The next 
passage is cited in full ( fol. 116b : vide Kirandvali, B. І. ed., 
р, 221): es etat чопшучйч effin s ern | t $ 

basa abal Sua | aa Rakai 

я wanda їн macaki praca eres 

заат 1 In this illuminating passage Pragalbha refers to three 

distinguished scholiasts on the Kirandvali which include 

Prabhakara. In seman sg: ( fol. 133a : vide B. L. ed., p. 

7261 ), the full name with the title Upadhyaya attached should 

be noted. mami ( B. L. ed., р. 268 Jaai verre 
Хати йй mapa: (fol, 132b ). seme framed ( 136b ). 


In the Upamanasargraha of Pragalbha ( А. S. Ms. No. 
1752 dated 1643 V. 5.) itis clearly stated that Gañgeša quo- 
ted Prabhakara's definition (fol. 4а: stm&QWTemTmpswwqunt- 
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"went vide Upamanakhanda, B. I. ed., p. 18). It is pro- 
bable that Gañgeša here quoted from Prabhakara's commentary, 
on the Kusumasjali. There is another quotation from Prabha-- 
кага in the same part of Gañgeśa’s work (р. 90 : яят=спчайи. 
safe fol. 16а). Ё 


It is now possible to state that a famous passage of Gah- 
веќа in the Vyaptivida, which has now developed into à. 
separate section called =199-Ҹ979, isa quotation from this. 
Prabhakara, For, what Mathuranatha ( following Jayadeva's. 
note тит sft agfa ) vaguely explained as stima (p. 165). 
is really a quotation from Prabhakaropidhyiya as Pragalbha. 
definitely stated (fol. 19a of Ms. No. 298 of the Sarasvati- 
Bhavana: saa читєйчтепчияцтинивитпечб:). The men- 
tion of the title Upadhyaya conclusively proves that a particu- 
ar scholar is meant here belonging evidently to the same school 
of neo-logic and not certainly a follower of the Prabha- 
kara school of Mimitnsa. Here also the passage is probably 
taken from Prabhakara’s commentary on the Kusumajtjali. 


"This Prabbakara also commented on the Lilavafi of Sri 
vallabha, Bhagiratha in his sub-commentary on Vardhamüna's. 
Lilavatiprakafa pointed out two cases where Vardbamàna cited. 
from Prabhakaropadhyaya ( Chowkh. ed, pp. 142 and 355: 
mei aranana). But in Paksadhara’s Lilavativiveka there 
are eleven such references-( Colebrooke’s copy now in London. 

. I. O. : foll, 2a, 5a, 15а, 18a, 39b, 49b, 58a, 61а, 78a and 93b ). 
Some of these references are important, The following pas- 
< sages cited by Vardhamāna in his Lilavatiprakasa are, accord- 
йор to Pakgadhara, from Prabhakeropadhyaya :— : 
(1) p 16 зї =ячтждчтатчт: ( fol. 5a ) 
(2) р. 280 ssa... amaha: | SATO Tana e-ta ( 61a ).. 
(3) р. 283 qe ser 1 masbmunaa qam-qa 1 ( b.) O 
(4) p. 499 еч setters: ай енн aret TE 
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magann an sanadna aA 

i iadi ч Anie | (99b). 
Tt should be noticed that in the second passage Vardhamāna 
styles Prabhakara as “Байэргайдуауй? and in the last case Pakgar 
dhara refers to him simply as ‘Upadhyaya,’ The Name of 
Prabhākara’s commentary was ‘Prakasa’ as indicated by Paksa- 
dhara in one place ( fol, 58a : smri tera: SRO 
Варте? aR? єр: | vide Lilavati, p. 264). In another passage 
a( 39b ) Prabhākara is stated to have accepted Kandalikara’s 
view about the existence of ‘Chitrarasa’ ( vide Kandali, p. 30 
Tast line ). We need hardly state that Prabhākara, regarded аз 
an authority by Vardhamêna, was a Maithila and flourished 
about a century after Srivallabha in the middle of the 13th 
century А, D. 


Tananr MıéraOne of the greatest pre-Gaágefa. 
"authorities of Mithila, The name of his treatise is Ratnakosa, 
"which has been respectfully cited by Manikantha and Geigeéa. 
A famous tract of Haririma Tarkavagiía of Navadvipa ( pro- 
fessor of Gadadhara goes by the name of Ratnakosavicdra and 
its copies are available in almost every manuscript library in 
India. It begins :—qaqert Fogaraesqfa feara: waa 
чебаччачачахтаї ei 00 | ( from an old copy 
in our possession). The whole passage has been cited and 
refuted by Gahgela ( Anumana, рр. 885-88) as well as by 
Manikantha (p.178). Describing a copy of Haririma (or 
"Gadidhara) elaborating this remarkable thesis of the Ratna- 
` koşa Hall wrote in 1859 ( Index, p. 81 ) that its ‘author has not 
‘been ascertained’, Unfortunately he added the following note 
later on ( p. 202.) : ‘I know of another work called Ratnakoga, 
acollection of aphorisms of definition, by one Prthvidhara 
Acarya.’ This has misled scholars for the best part of a 

"century to believe that Prthvidhara was the author of the 
Ratnakosa cited by Gangea. An unitelligible aphorism of 
-SPpthvidhara's Ratnakosa has been cited by Hall (чї aiet 


Tarani Мита т 
aema Saikhyasdra, Preface р. 6, fn.). Аз 


numerous passages of the Ratnahoga cited by Gañgeša are 
-now available, it is beyond doubt that this latter work was 
a discursive treatise and did not consist of aphorisms at all. 
Rucidatta distinctly states in the following passage that the 
name of its author was Tarani Misra :—s ч «#919 avit 
gamana Wan, ( Anumanaprakasa, I#varavšda, 
printed in the appendix to Chowkh, ed. of Gadadhari, р. 2015 : 
two A.S, Mss. fol. 121b & 288a). While explaining the 
passage of the Ratnakosa cited in the Nydyaratna of Mani- 
kantha (р. 178 ) Vacaspati Mi$ra П notes : «чити ( fol. 
37b). It should, therefore, be taken asfinally settled that 
the name of the long-lost Ratnakoga's author was Tarani Miára, 


There are six important passages of Ratnakosa cited by 
Vardhamána in the Parifistaprakaga ( pp. 91, 105, 109, 110, 
115 &125). Allofthem belong to the section on Nigraha- 

-sthina. Except in the last case Vardhamüna cited the 
passages with approval, There are four important passages 
„ofthe Ratnakoga cited in the printed portion of the Nyaya- 
nibandhaprakata of Vardhamana, In the first passage (р. 163: 
сата арад чт аА TET, compare also Lilavatiprakasa 
р. 626) the peculiar view ascribed to the Ratnakosa and 
refuted by Vardhamana is already cited under the heading 
oma ufu: by Gahgeía himself ( Pratyahsa part, p. 842) and 
also refuted by the latter. The second passage is much more 
‘important elucidating the basic doctrine underlying the first 
passage. It runs :—zwaivedg ЧЧ f ama snif, 
pagi i Ana A N: 


an aa эё табага || 
(serré BAR). 
mur w saging: ew (pp. 1945). 16 
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appears, however, that this Bhatta view was already accepted 
by Sivaditya Mitra (q. v.) and though Vardhamina has not 
accepted it in the present passage he is distinctly cited by 
'Pragalbha as advocating the selfsame view ( Anumdna- 
Pragalbhi, fol. 182a ) :—я wafers fairen qemmeqeit- 
ча: aaisa | The next passage 
(p. 341) cites a denition of the term Vada from the Ratnakoja : 
afiat tarak; 1 а 1 The 
last passage (p.468) is also а remarkable опе; Vardhmêna 
refers to it at the end ofa quotation from his father Сайвеја 
and rejects it thus: =a Ф Ariawan чой seated s 
тїтє! Gahgeóa cited this anony- 
mously ( Pratyahsa part, p. 653 under Samavaya ). Сайдейа'в 
indebtness to the Ratnakosa is clearly stated by Vacaspati 
ФМга П: the refutation (ib. p. 846) of Сайдейа according 
“to him follows the view-point of the Ratnakosa TAWA 
‚ graha ( Pratyaksamaniprakata, fol. 59a ). 


Vardhamana has also referred tothe Ratnakosa in the 
Lilavatiprakasa. The passage on the section on Fallacy is 
reproduced below аз а typical instance of the intricate style 
of the author. 


чайна читана атат чтят чч хабат Um, 


ate 
anmada «ятата: gu | San 1 (Chowk, ed., рр. 608-9 ; 
Bhagiratha notes, (HEARTS )- 


There are three passages in the -Tattvaloka of . Vacaspati. 
Mira П referring to Tarani Mitra. Under Lii. 7 we find : 
aed giaa aA ат: quU! There 
is an illuminating passage under ЇЇ, і; 38, which is also cited 
below fully as a typical instance of the style and scholarship of 
"the great author. Ë des Г 


~ 
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‚йч seii тй rer, кай чє ENTITY ai 
Айдап, | я Sñ fu gg; sere PUT + 8 тайт arema 
тйтп erani ч абай wer] akak 
іча: eren ger тї ankai semp? geb gfüscuu- 


теп ята: aama: reisen at 
Agnia naa dahana mêre 
mging rfi AA чт эй ata unu 
Sembukan memang, жай я erdt andes эгеп. 
gia епп, wg maarti «а чч 
way gang: | (fol 112a-b). 


There is another long passage of Tarani Migra under 
TL i, 63 (fol. 1304), where Vacaspatill made an elaborate 
"treatment of Vidhivada ( foll. 123-33 ). 


Sahkara Мита recorded an original view of the Ratnakosa 
admitting a fourth kind of Katha ( Vadivinoda, p. 2) and cited 
its definition of the fallacy яая ( ib., р. 17). It should be 
mentioned here that Сайдеда has finally accepted the definition 
of the term Upadhi given by the Ratnakosa ( p.336: emi g 
qaña"). That Gañgeša refers to the Ratnakogaküra in the 
very last definition cited by him in the Pürvapakga (рр. 331-33) 
is clearly stated by both Sarvabhauma ( fol. 94 ) and Jayadeva 
( Aloha, fol. 34b ), though Manikantha (р. 86) is not quite 
clear on the point. It is likely that Gaigeéa adopted а chrono- 
Togical order in citing and criticising’ the eight definitions in 
the Pürvapakga. If so, it may be also surmised that Tarani Miéra 
came slightly after Manikantha and all of them were more 
‘or less contemporaries. Tarani Mira should, therefore, be 


` living about 1300 A, Ds 
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SonpaporApayAya (also spelt Soxbata)*: This. 
superior scholar of Mithila has been immortalised by Gañgeśa 
or more correctly by the scholiasts of Gahgea as the pro- 
pounder of an exceptional kind of Negation ‘whose counter- 
positiveness is determined by ah essence pertaining to а 
different substratum’ (snenia RRE: ) and 
which is, therefore, universally existent. Sondada consequently 
rejects ina manner the doctrine of Anyathakhyati ( erroneous 
conception ) advocated by orthodox Nyaya scholars. Gañgeśa 
refers to this amazing kind of Negation in the Vyaptivada and 
rejects it concisely. Sarvabhauma notes at the beginning of 
the particular section: #Я dietat 

aà | (Anumianmanipariksa, fol. 13а), 
The arguments against Sondada were elaborated by 
Yajňapati and Jayadeva, but Siromani raised issues on the 
problem, concluding practically with an admission of that kind 
of negation, which marked one of the advanced courses of 
Navyany&ya studies and contributed to the fame and popularity 
of Sondada, who started the debate, ч 


According to the scholiasts, Gañgeša had referred to. 
Sondada in many other places, We sball soon see under 
Manikantha that in the Upadhivada (p. 317-22) the views 
cited and refuted under the heading sg were asscribed 
to 'Saundada’ by Gadadhara (p.916). In the section on 
Akahksi (pp. 202-4) Sondada’s definition of that term hás: 
been cited and refuted by Gañgefa, , 


in the Vidhivada again a passage of Sondada has been 

~ cited twice ( Sabdakhanda, Pt. П, pp. 24 & 276), the last time 

under the heading sarg. This proves that Sondada, like 

Manikantha, was only slightly senior to Gangefa, A line in 

the ятатаачії ( p. 221?) is a refutation of Sondada accótding 
io Vidyanivasa (49b). ` : - "E 

1. Vide, Sondala Upadhyaya : Kaviraja, 5. B. Studies, Vol. П, p. 1896. 


v... 
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Mathurānātha in his commentary'on Gaigesa has cited 
two passages of Sondadopādhyāya, not found elsewhere, The 
first isa definition of Kevalinvayi (-B. I. ed, p. 575), which 
bas been ascribed, wrongly as far as we have ascertained, in 
some copies to Upadhyaya ie. Yajiiapati, in whose work it is 
not traceable, There is another passage of Sondada cited by 
Mathuranatha under Vidhivada ( p. 217 ). 


An intricate passage in the Siddhanta portion of the 
section on Parāmarśa ( pp. 508-9,, beginning with w at чя.) 
is cited from Sondada; for Sárvabhauma clearly notes here; 
3094919 аата 9—99 ( Antmanamanipariksa, fol. 131a ), 
Sarvabhauma also quotes along passage towards the end of 
the section on Badha as from Sondada and others ( fol. 205a :. 
ai agfa digenzaa:). The following interesting passage is 
found in the Tattvaloka of Vacaspati Misra П under I. i, 22, 
where various views about salvation ( Apavarga) have been 
cited and discussed : GI«(NMTeTHJmg— uq TG ARAARA: | 
a qq gagaman | чат ч аат aaan waf анта: 
mah Ҹа ччет GA арыт VET! AT Toa 
TIGA ser чїй sm? ngancarani 
sip sean Ragawa wur Rage sma watt 
agati mamaa aq! (London L О, сору, 
fol. 63a). A Smārta scholar of Bengal named Krparama. 
Tarkavagiéa composed a large treatise named Navyadharma- 
pradipa in 1686 Saka (ie. 1764-5 a.D. ). In the explanation. 
of the well-known Miman$a argument called ёа occurs 
the following passage :—st чат: wet PARTA arama, 
atta sare maaan: | gen 8 dep fue 
апай ач agi «Аба атп daraka (Ms, 
"No. 1602. of Vangiya Sahitya Parisad, Calcutta, ` fol. 84a of. 
Sabdakhanda; i, pp: 509-12). Sondada was regarded in hi: 
times as the supreme leader of the social hierarchy. in. Mithila. 
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This important fact is stated in aremarkable passage in the 
Tattvanirnaya of Paksadharopüdhyaya (8. 1400 э, ), a very 


riw suae sqg=as жп: ( fol. 26a ofa fragment preserved 
in the Mithili Institute; under the topic of Sapindikarana 
to be performed on the 12th day). 


Sondada's date can be safely placed about 1300 A.D., as 
һе was regarded as a ‘recent’ scholar by both Manikantha and 
Gaigesa, The memory of his sogial supremacy was still alieve 
in 1400 a.v. and the intricate nature of his style and arguments 
betray a comparatively late age. We are not inclined, therefore, 
to place him before 1275 a. n. 


MANIKANTHA Migra: One of the greatest and 
Jatest authorities of Navyanyaya consulted by Gahgesa, who 
appears to have been profoundly influenced by him. The only 
existing treatise by him named Nydyaratna has been fortuna- 
tely published recently in the Madras Govt. Oriental series 
with a-commentary by Nrsihayajvan (1953, pp. 249 with 
Introd, etc. ). It roughly covers the same ground as the Anu- 
‘mana part of Gañgeša, with which it bears a very fruitful com- 
parison. Itis divided into 13 sections and the latter half of 
the book is taken up by an elaborate treatment of all the varie- 
ties of debates and fallacies including at the very end a small 
section on the Mahavidya syllogisms. It has been stated in the 
English Introduction ( p. xxxi ) that ‘priority between Gañgeša 
and Manikantha cannot be proved', though it has been surmi- 
‘sed оп good grounds in the Sanskrit introduction ( p. 109 ) that 
Manikantha slightly preceded Gañgefa. The following evi- 
dences on the point, some of which we had published abouta · 
decade ago ( G. Jha R. I. Journ., Vol, IV, p. 300) prove con« 
clusively that Manikantha preceded Gañgeša and the fact was 
“known to earller Navyanyaya scholars. 
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(1) In the Siddhānta portion of the Upadhivada Сайдеба 
cited a passage under the caption sre g (B. I. ed., pp. 365-69). 
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma distinctly notes here that the reference. 
isto Mapikantha—spmqzHi nang— ae Rafi ( Sarasvati-Bha- 
vana Ms, of Sarvabhauma’s Anumanamanipariksa, fol. 106b ). 
As a matter of fact the first portion of the passage is found in. 
the Nyayaratna (p. 92). Gañgeta did not actually controvert. 
the views expressed in the passage, but according to a well- 
known convention among philosophical authors all passages. 
ascribed to others are not their own and scholiasts invariably 
try to bring out the unexpressed defects. In the present case 
also Sarvabhauma has criticised Manikantha on behalf of Сай- 
gea (fol, 107-8: sd EHH бын жеп madana 
fügen 


eq: :— ). 


(2) Under the heading ay Gañgefa cited and criticised 
adefinition in the very next passage ( pp, 369-74 ), which is. 
immediately followed by a passage of fw ( p. 375) without: 
any criticism. This latter is also taken from Manikantha. 
( Nydyaratna, p. 94) and Sarvabhauma remarks to clear the 
somewhat anomalous reference ( fol. 108b ) :-—afeaf std erm 
чөп wati sara TATA quafi ачаб... Ra чер: Б 
saa sitet жеп wÁpeqeaeufrara ga: uff ченеп 
gums ge | 

(3) In the section on Paramarga the passage WW: 
gerere чя aa fé g saraqq=sbiqaqafua аңа | ( p. 507) is: 
a refutation by Gahgefa of Manikantha’s views ( Nyayaratna,. 
р. 120, lines 9-10), as stated by Sarvabhauma (fol 130b : 
psqeemfaamg- vafa ). " 

(4) A definition of Savyabhicara, one of the fallacies, 
has been cited and criticised by Gañgeša ( рр. 812-13: «mft 
чете genfg ). It exactly occurs in the Nydyaratna (p. 166)- 
and we are again indebted to Sarvabhauma for the information. 
( fol. 189b : я 19 anal quafi чч ). 
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We should mention here that the first two passages refer- 
ted to above are quoted more exactly by Vardhamāna and in a 
combined form їп the Kusumamjaliprakaía (Ш, p. 36) and 
what is much more important the first passage is also quoted 
in Vardhamāna’s Pramanaprakata ( p. 691 ) under the heading 
amaha. Vardhamāna, it should be noted, wrote all his 
‘works after taking lessons directly from his father and Mani- 
kantha was to them a recognised authority of the school of Navya- 
тууа. This is amply borne out by Gabge's borrowings from 
Manikantha in every section common in theit works. We shall 
cite some instances. It was Manikantha who first controverted 
the well-known retort of Sribarga against Udayana ( in the sec" 
tion on Tarka, p. 19) ; Gaħgeśa reproduced the argument of 
Manikantha and added to it (р. 233). There cannot be any 
doubt that Сайдеба formulated his famous definition of the 
term Vyüpti ( known as Siddhantalakgana, р. 100 ) on the basis 
of Manikantha’s own definition (р. 55 ). Gangega’s section 
‘on Upadhyabhisa ( рр. 398-405) is wholly borrowed from 
‘Manikantha (pp. 105-108 ), many of whose passages ( includ- 
ingan important one of the Manamanohara as noted in the 
commentary, pp. 106-7 ) have been omitted by him, Similar 
"borrowings can be detected їп the sections on Avayava and 
"Heivabhása. Itshould be noticed that Сайдеба has entirely 
omitted the sections on Kath’, Chala, Jati, Nigrabasthána and 
Mahāvidyā found in the Nyayaratna. 


We. should refer to: one more passagé, which has an 
important bearing on Manikayitha’s probable age. In the sec- 
"ton on Upadhivada ( pp. 82-3 ) Manikantha cited and refuted 
the views ofa scholar under the heading «ат. Gañgeša 
cited the same views under the heading wg and almost 
exactly reproduced ‘the arguments of Manikantha in their refu- 
station ( рр. 317-22.) with an. additional argument of his own at 
the end. According to Gadadhara ( Chowkh. ed., p. 916 ) the 
views refuted by Gaigega in the passage under discussion were 
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sof Sondadopadhyaya, Though no other scholiast has men- 
tioned this fact so categorically it is supported indirectly by 
Yajfiapati whose words have been reproduced by Pragalbha : 
Safa Tag a Re aa ang чн... Ren AD че 
“(Anumana-Pragalbhi, fol, 33а). So also Sarvabhauma upon 
the same passage: amaaan sera aa A- 
ятїїйтє sfa gaara (fol. 91a), as well as Jayadeva in the 
Aloka ( fol. 33a). Аз Sondada has been cited by Сайшейз also 
under the epithet явап ( Vidhivada p. 276), both Manikantha 
and Gaigega were slightly removed from the times of Sondada 
and all the three great scholars thus become more or less con- 


temporaries, a fact of supreme importance for the purposes of 
"chronology. 


There cannot be any question that a scholar referred to 
by Vardhamana as ‘Sampradiyavid’ belonged to Mithila. In 
fact, a copy of the Nyayaratna in the Telugu characters preser- 
ved at Tanjore ( Cat., p. 4735-7) mentions in the colophon, 
unfortunately corrupt in reading, that Manikantha was a “Tira- 
"bhuktiya' Miéra and was the Judicial chief of a certain king, 
The. exact reading of the colophon runs: чаба — 
тача PART aaa ar sect qamal There was a 
conjunct consonant (9 ?) in the gap bored through by insects. 
"The other copy in Grantha character was evidently only à 
transcript, more corrupt in reading, of the Telugu’ copy. It 
may be sunmised that the book was written at the court ofa 

"foreign kingdom ( Uttaramuska ? ) outside Mithila ; a Maithila 
author would not describe himself as Tirabhuktiya in his own 
‘country. ` Manikantha may thus be among the band of scholars 
"who carried the banners of Mithila in other provinces. -` 


Та Mithila also Manikantha’s name was respectfully theh- 
tioned by eminent scholars, Vacaspati Miéra Ш wrote a com- 
“mentary'on the Nyayaratna ; we have given, an account of this 
interesting work -in a subsequent chapter. байката Migra quo- 
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ted Manikantha’s definitions of three Nigrahasthanas ( safer, 
— ) in the Vadivinoda (рр. 35-6 ). Yajtía- 
раё? son Narahari Uadhyaya in the section on Paksata attemp- 
ted to answer an adverse criticism of his father by his teacher 
Jayadeva and quoted Manikantha in his own support :—8 st 99 

ца «mé red AMAT INATA. TE 
этїї ачай genta emma! ( Tanjore Мв. No. 10944 of Anu- 
münadüganoddhara, fol. 70a), Jayadeva’s nephew Vasudeva in 
his turn attacked Narahari and concluded his argument with 
the humorous line тїтє Areta ( London, 
L О, copy of Vasudeva’s Chintamanitika, fol. 44 ). All these 
references prove that inspite of Gañgeśa’s epochmaking treatise 
Manikantha’s work continued to be studied in Mithila for a 
longtime and it enjoyed а pan-Indian popularity, as its copies 
are preserved in almost all Mss. libraries of India. It is rather 
surprising that an 18th century scholar of South India commen- 
ted on it; the published commentary was written under a 
monarch Camaraja (of Mysore) who ruled late in the 18th 
century ( Nyayaratna, p. 7, Introd., p. xxxiv ). 


Manikantha had written another book named N v AY 4+ 
отутАм Аут twice quoted by him in the Nyayaratna (pp. 108 
and 220) The name of this lost work has been printed as 
Nayacintamami, but the variant ( printed in p. 220 £ n. )isin 
our opinion the correct one. For, Vacaspati Mira П in his 
commentary on the first passage quotes from this lost. work and 
concludes :—w ч (ябу ип a ga їн aa 
1 (B.O.R.L Ms. No. 775 of 1884-87, fol. 25а). 
The two references prove that it was a more elaborate work,. 
covering partly at least the same ground as the Nyayaratna. Tt 
was apparently “superseded by Gañgeśa’s work bearing almost 
the same name. We believe a careful search among the large 
number of manuscripts of Gahgefa's work may lead to the disi 
covery of the long-lost Cintamani of Manikantha. 
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Like all Navyanyüya authors of the period Manikantha 
«quotes Udayana more frequently than any other authority ; the 
Nyayapariista of Udayana has been cited a dozen times 
towards the end in the sections on Jati and Nigrahasthana 
4 from p. 202 ) and, what is somewhat surprising, mostly criti- 
cised. The Kusumaitjali is also cited and refuted once (p. 81). 
"Next to Udayana the Khandanakara was reckoned with by 
Manikaptha and refuted four times ( pp. 19, 39, 155 and 173). 
But the most important reference found in Manikantha is to 
the Ratnakogakara ( рр. 86 & 178). As far as our present 
Knowledge goes, the Ratnakofa is cited by Manikantha alone 
among pre-Gahgefa authorities. 


Among original views of Manikantha we need only refer 
to two remarkable ones. Like Siromani he has rejected Samànya- 
laksana ( pp. 63-67 ), thus aligning himself for once with the 
Prabhakara school, Gañgeša)s separate section upon that term 
finally establishes it as a fundamental doctrine of the Nyaya 
philosophy. Manikantha’s commentator Vacaspati Misra II, 
therefore, attempts a compromise ( fol. 14b : sta ятатїйтїт:...... 
mme зке: MEN, fé g 
eng). According to Manikantha again Anupasarahari is 
nota third variety of the fallacy named Savyabhicara as estab- 
lished by Gañgeśa, but is included in the Vyapyatvasiddha 
(рр. 165, 171-2). 


SagapHaRACARyA: One of the authorities consulted 
by Сайдеќа. For, it is definitely stated by Vidyanivasa 
Bhattacarya in the Pratyaksamanitika ( Sarasvati-Bhavana Ms., 
fol. 22a) that Gahgefa refuted the views of Saadhara ina 
well-known passage of the Mangalavada ( В. Ived., p. 110): 
Pega weNiaaTTATE-a TAR | It should be noticed 
that Gañgeša in the passage under discussion has put ina 
nutshell of two lines the substance of a whole paragraph of 
Sagadhara (pp. 1820). The  Nydyasiddhantadipa, of 
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Saídhara has been published with a commentary ( Varanasi, 
1924 pp. 652), though the edition is full of lecunas and” 
incomplete towards the end. Itis possible now to assess the 
value of Saddhara’s work as contrasted with Gahgef's classic. 
Tt is a collection of 26 separate tracts on important topics of 
the Nyaya, arranged rather loosely. Bendiction ( pp. 1-37 ) 
is followed by Darkness (pp. 37-78) and Luminous Gold 
(рр. 299-319 ) by Partial Etymology of words ( pp. 320-49 ) 
without any relevancy. The commentary attempted to answer 
Gaagela’s criticism (vide Gaigeds’s Iivaravida, B. I ed, 

р. 96-8) of Sabadhar's views in some places (eg. p. 140 =1@ 
fraia gaman, & p. 141 fa niami feum). 
But the commentator is quite wrong when he supposes in one 
place (р. 198) that Safadhara anticipated Giagefa, There 
cannot be any question that Safadhara preceded Gaágefa, as 
can be easily proved by a comparison of their respective views 
оп common topics. The Vy&ptivda of Sagadhara ( pp. 379- 
410) examines about a score of definitions of the term Vyapti, 
of which the fifth one, among many others, exactly corresponds 
with a definition found in Gaigega’s Parvapakga ( B.L ей, 
p. 84)., Similarly another intricate definition is examined by 
both ( Sagadhara, р, 395 & Gañgeśa p. 72). But Gaigesa’s 
treatment of the topic is far more advanced, methodical and 
extensive, Sagadhara cited towards the end of his tract (p. 406- 
7) a view ascribed in the commentary toa certain ‘Jaran- 
naiyayika’, which is found almost axactly in the Vyaptipaficaka,. 


Tt should be mentioned in this connection that Gañgeśa 
cited two similar definitions ascribed universally to two 
Scholars, who were celebrated for their invincible career as 
dialecticians by, the nicknames ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’ and Gaiigesa’s: 
passage on the point, which subsequently developed into a. 
Jarge section, came. to be known as "Simha-Vyaghri. What. 
were the actual names of the two scholars has not been stated. 
by ару. seholiast, But in the seminaries of Mithila. and. 
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Bengal their names are given out as Safadhara ( sometimes. 
$afidhara )and Manidhara. The present work of Safadhara. ` 
does not exactly contain that definition. But the fact remains. 
that Professor Lion’s definition was based on 'anonyabháva" 

‚ (wide Jayadeva’s Aloka on the passage : aaa Ta TA ase 
#assqaragq fiaf—mift fol. 6b of a Ms. in our possession). 
And Śaśadhara’s own view was also on that same basis (p. 405). 
Аё any rate itis beyond any doubt that Gañgeša's reference 
was to two scholars of his own region. Vidyabhiigana (lc. 
pp. 207-8) made a vety curious suggestion that the reference: 
was to two Jaina scholars of Western India named Ananda 
Siri and Amarcandra Siri, This is on the face of it im- 
probable. The above-named Jaina scholars could never 
command circulation of theit unknown works in Eastern India 
and they were not certainly so famous as to influence a superior 
scholar like Gañgeša, who, asa matter of fact, has nowhere 
referred to any Jaina authority in his work. Moreover, the. 
two Jaina scholars were given the titles "Tiger-cub' and “Lion 
cub’ respectively in their boyhood by the famous Siddharaja 
( 1093 Аг, ) and not exactly "Lion? and ‘Tiger’ : 


mash aR sore 

À samfš frase Раат: | 
(From  Udayaprabha's Dharmübhyudaya.: Peterson's 3rd. 
Rep., App. I, рр. 16-19) 


In the lávarinumüna Gaħgeśa covers the same ground as: 
does Sagadhara in the six tracts viz. Їёуагауда proper (Gañgeśa. 
рр. 1-87), Sahajagaktivada (pp. 87-134), Adheyagaktivada. 
(рр. 134148), Karanatavada (pp. 148-155 ) Muktivada 
(рр. 156-148) and Jianakarmasamuccayavada ( pp. 184-95.) 
and many passages of Сайдеба can be traced in Sašadhara, For 
instance, wmfratwam...of Gañgeta (р. 145) isa clear improve= 
ment upon Sagadhara (рр. 158-9) and the next passage (p. 145: 
f arate) is also borrowed from Saéadhara (р. 160). 
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“Gahgeta has similarly borrowed phrases from Šakadhara in 
many other topics. A 
Sagadhara’s date can be fairly fixed from the following 
evidence. Safadhara has approvingly quoted a Karika ( V. Т) 
‘of the Kusumaitjali under Vidhivida (p, 438) and has criti- 
cised Srvallabhe's definition of Vyapti (p. 385 ). Moreover, 
Sivaditya’s peculiar views on Darkness are cited by him (p. 76 : 
3 aft Wa). The commentary 
correctly notes fraermamestaetfa. It should be, noticed 
that Safadhara has amplified the aphoristic words of Sivaditya 
as found in the Saptapadarthi ( srrafissiteesiissratsemem: p. 84 
Cal. Sans, Series). There is one more important reference ; 
n the section on the Luminosity of Gold, SaSadhara cited and 
refuted an argument of Vadivagiévara ( author of the Māna- 
manohara, as the commentary correctly notes, р, 305). All the 
above references prove that Saadhara cannot be placed before 
the 13th century a. р. and probably lived about 1300 a. р. He 
js not mentioned by Citsukha nor even by the latter’s very 
well-informed commentator, Pratyaksvarüpa. His elaborate and 
intricate style of reasoning, which verges sometimes on that of 
Сайше{а himself, points him out as an elderly contemporary 
‘of the latter, The fact that his work survived even after the 
epoch-making book of Gahgefa seems to show that his fame as 
ап invincible dialectician lingered long in Mithila and even 
Jayadeva wrote notes on his work as proved by a Ms. (not how- 
ever examined by us) preserved at Varanasi ( S. B. Studies, III, 
р. 136). 


,. ltisstated in the Introduction of the printed edition of 
Sagadhara’s work ‘from hearsay? ( amt ), that SaSadhara belon- 
дей to the Maunasa (?) gotra and was the son of Dharanidhara 
and grandson of Mahegvara Pandita ; he had a brother Prithvi- 
dharācārya by name.. The whole of it seems to be a canard. 
Hearsay in the present century cannot record so many exact 
details about a scholar of the 13th century, 
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NARAYANA SanvasRa: Inthe Vidyasagari com~ 
mentary of the Khandana by the great Vedantic scholar. 
Anandapürpa occurs the following passage ( Chowkh. ed., р. 
714 ):—'чя tfi 1 smaris атчан АА а: | теда AT- 
mabaka aaa Warakah ara 
saper MITENAH feta, атеш arata 
Reife pesan | ag ч anaa À ada Frag aaf 
uper pen | sed ARASAN affir samasa 
чате ч 3 1 Неге Anandapürna has cited Udayana’s defini- 
tion of Upadhi as improved by a scholar named Narayana 
$агуаўйа, This improved version was unknown to the Khandana- 
Kara, whose argument however is hurled against the improve 
ment by Anandapüra with some hesitation. It should be: 
noticed that Gañgeša at the very beginning of his Upadhivada: 
cited this version and refuted it (B. I. ed., p. 296 ), though 
none of his scholiasts mentioned the name of Narayana as its. 
author, Anandapirna (с. 1350 a. р. ) was thts quite unaware: 
‘of the far more advanced views on the subject found in Gañ= 
geśa’s work, 


This Narayana Ѕагуајба may be identical with Sarvajtia: 
‘Narayana a famous commentator on the Manusamhita, who has: 
been cited about a hundred times in the Dandaviveha of Navya- 
Vardhamana. He was later than Govindaraja and preceded. 
Kullükabhatta, according to Raghavananda Sarasvati, another 
commentator (Bubler’s Introd., 5. B. E, рр. cxxviiiix ). He 
was more probably a contemporary of Kullüka and belonged tor 
the 13th century A. о, 


Sañkara Migra in the Upaskara (p. 329 under VII. ii. 10) 
cited and refuted the views of one Sarvajña ( sf 9999 age) 
on the term ‘Vibhaga’. It is probable that this unknown Мак 
degika scholar is also identical with Narayana Sarvajiia, Navya- 
Vardhamana calls him Narayana, Sahkara calls him Sarvajfía,. 
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Anandapirna calls him Narayana Sarvajfía and in the Manu- 
fika he is Sarvajfia-Narayana. Evidently one person is meant 
by all these variants of a name, The lexicographer of the same 
name cited by Rayamukuta and the author of the Bharatapra- 
kafa (on the Mahabharata ) should also be mentioned in this 
‘connection. 


MurARrI Mréaa: As is well-known Сайдеба in the 
Priminyavada refuted the views successively of Prabbakara, 
Вһаца and Migra and Vardhamana in the Kusumañjaliprakaša 
(IL. p. 9) mentioned the full name as Murari Mira, In the 
Tévaravada also (В.І. ed. рр. 114-15) Gañgeša referred to 
his views, summarised by Vardhamana ( Kusumafjaliprakasa, 
І, р. 49). In both these cases Murari held views opposed to 
both Bhatta and Prabhakara, though he was himself a Mimarhnga 
scholar and this has earned for him the celebrated adage 
‘Murari’s is the third way’ ( деу: wemi). His views on 
the problem of the apprehension of valid knowledge has been 
traced іп Murüri's commentary named Tripadinitinayanam on 
Mim, Satra I. ii-iv (Poona Ms. dated 1644 V. S., fol, 18: vide 
Dr. Migra’s monograph on Murari, p.10). Another tract 
of Murari named Afgatuanirukti is also available in print. In 
‘the commentary Murari has referred to the Vivarana ( of 
Prabhikara ). the Viveka (і.е, Nayaviveka of Bhavanátha ), the 
Paitjiba ( of Salikanatha ) and the Paribhasa, Among authors the 
-notable names are Candra, Nandana and Srikara. The 
‘mention of Srsikara and Candra, proves that his date falls 
after the 12th century 4». As he is not mentioned by any 
author before `Gañgeša there is hardly any doubt that he 
flourished in the 13th century. This is confirmed by the fact 
that Gañgefa quoted him in the Iévaravada under the caption 
“Navyastu' ( р. 114). He was undoubtedly one of the authors 
“who greatly influenced’ Gaügea, аз he admitted in the line 
: aeui wen! He evidently belonged to МИЫ, 
where in the pre-Gahgeáa period he was universally known 
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аз “Міга; The editor of the Lilavati ( Chowkh. ed.) con- 
fused him in the index with a much later “Mira, who com: 
mented upon Vardhamāna, 


Jacaveunu: ahitherto unknown scholar who came 
after Udayana and before Gaigega. A passage in the I$vara- 
узда ( B. 1. ед, p. 29) begins: weg турагына wien 
The Iévaravada section of Gañgeša is unfortunately neglected 
by Navyanyaya scholars due to the extreme popularity of 
Udayana’s Kusumzijali. Jayadeva and his pupil Rucidatta 
‘commented on this section only concisely. The only scholar 
-who subjected the section toa detailed examination is, as far 
as we have ascertained, Pragalbhācārya, whose commentary 
on this section (foll, 147-208 ) covers more than a quarter of 
of the whole Апитӣпа part. Pragalbha informs us that the 
above passage refers to а scholar named Jagadguru: 914699 
guest set Rafat (fol, 157b of Sarasvati-Bhavana copy of 
Anumana-Pragalbhi). Apparently Jagadguru had written 
а commentary on the Киѕитайјан, from which the above 
passage was cited by Gañgeéa, 


‘There is evidence that this Jagadguru had also com- 
mented on the Kimavali, We have traced the following 
quotation in the Dravyaviveka of Paksadhara, which is an, 
extremely rare sub-commentary on the Dravyakirandvali- 
prakata of Vardhamina. Commenting on the line fretat- 
dafidi safeties arata ( Kiranavaliprakasa, В. I. 
d, р. 2) Paksadhara writes: ft@i—eniearred feet 
sarqa ga ач чая Pamrah: Әт 
шеп! fé <, wat азай qea 
чатанда Апа venie яне (ичет 
rus абат? Tahan ебе) squa TTT 
asa w AA med айе иң! ( Fol. 3a-b of the unique 
“London L О. copy of the book), The passage of the 
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Kirņāval in the sction on Darkness occures on p. 19 of the 
Chowkh. ей. vide p. 104 of B. І. ed. for Vardhamüna's поќе). 
Tt is now apparent that Vardhamüna was indebted to Jagadguru 
for his explanation of the word ZW in the above passage of 
Udayana, We have cited the above passage from Paksadhara 
in full as a typical instance of valuable historical materials 
relating to Sanskrit literature still lying hidden in obscure 
books in manuscript, 


Brief reference should be made of some other predeces- 
sors of Gahgefa about whom much is not known, In the 
Maágalavida of the Tattvacintamani (B. I. ей, p. 72) 
Gahgeía attributes a view to ‘others’ (smt g). Pragalbha 
alone identifies these ‘others’ with Ravisvara. of, TAPA 
gerah Rafa ( Pratyaksa-Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, T5b). 
The same has been ascribed to Raviévara by Sesananta i in his 
commentary оп Safadhara's Nyayasiddhantadipa. One Ny&ya- 
bháskarakára also preceded Gañgeša according to Kanada 
"Tarkavà; Gañgeša, is said to refer to this little known. 
author in the Savyabhicára section : (эта MAEAEA- 
samagana буча aft afaa: ut... Tattuacintamani, Anumána. 
part р. 789-90 ). cf sremmenqai qiagen — sd (A. S. В. 
Ms, 166b ). Again яй gfirttergua:...in the Pratyaksakhanda, 
Jiaptivada (p. 268) has a complex syllogistic argument attached: 
to it... Vacaspati П attributes this to Bhaskarakara ( cf. Cinta- 
manipraka$a, Baranasi Ms. 23a ), Gañgeša quoted the openions. 
of Vatsesvara, the Mimarmsaka of the Prabhakara school, to 
whom. the Mimarhsamaharmava is attributed. ( Pratyaksa- 
Pragalbhi, ASB Ms, 88b ). i 


We want to conclude this chapter with Harinatha Upa- 
dhyaya. : He-seems to be: the youngest of the Naiyayikas allu- 
ded to Ьу Сайвеќа. The definition of ‘himsa’ has been critici- 
mi іп the Sabdakhanda, Vidhivada section of the Tattuacin ta 

. There a passage begins with wat g srafirdfšsaersaasqTqta- 
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Harter maai ат... 1...( рр. 222-4). Mathuranatha , 
clearly attributes this to Harinatha. We have examined the 
older commentary, the Sabdamaniprakata of Haridasa Nyaya- 
larnkāra on this passage. There also occurs the following intro- 
ductory remark, ват ( Navadvipa Ms, 76b ). In fact, 
there is а Smrti digest of Harinatha, which contains almost the 
same passage as quoted by Gangeda, cf. TA «(1091970599 &- 
ят mf... я aag irna- 
RETA GUS À ач: | a mien: (A S B 
Ms, f. 110). Сайвеќа here used 'vadhah' for ‘hitsa’. It may 
be added that Bhavadeva (с. 1100 a. D. ) also discussed the 
definition of ‘hanana’ in his Prayafcittaprakarana ( рр. 1-8 ). 
But the discussion of Harinatha and Gaágefa is more advanced 
and intricate, ` 


ç CHAPTER III 
"GANGESA UPADHYAYA & HIS SON VARDHAMANA 


Gahgefa's achievement is quite unique in the history of 
philosophical literature in India. There is not another scholar 
in the whole medieval period who had such a spectacular suc 
cess through one single book. The Tattvacintamari, a treatise: 
of about 12000 granthas in extent, appeared like a flash to dis- 
pel the gloom of centuries succeeding Udayana and laid the 
solid foundation of Indian dialectics, When a devotee of the 
belles-lettres encountered him on an occasion Gaigesa is said to- 
have uttered the following magnificent bravado : 

warana йити б ferr aerate raa 

Raga алча ята: 90: w: | 
This accords well with his confident assertion at the commence~ 
ment of his work that he was the 'presiding professor of philo- 
sophical conclusions’ ( fraredtwmge:). The book divided into- 
four grand parts after the four means of valid knowledge pro~- 
pounded by Gotama has a total of 46 broad sections (12+17+ 
1416) exclusively dealing with the single topic of Pramana 
(awacana баа ). This well-knit marshalling of all rele- 
vant dissertations ( vadas ) into a single comprehensive treatise- 
took the learned world by storm and in course of time single 
sentences of Gañgeša, such as the Ууарірайсаћа, developed 


into separate works of considerable length. ‘The number of 


sub-sections, therefore, will now count well over two hundred.. 
The book has been ably summarised by Vidyabhasana ( l. cu. 
pp. 407-453 ). 

Relevancy ( a#fit ) is one of the favorite topics of modern: 


scholars and every section of Gaigega’s book has been subjec- 
ted in the first instance to a scrutiny on that point. Before him 
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Manikantha and Safadhara, whose works are now available in 
print, had made collections of dissertations on similar lines; but 
they failed miserably on-that fundamental point, though they- 
paved the way for Сайвеќа. The latter's style also improved 
considerably in precision and uniformity. Methodology now: 
became the key-note of Indian logic and its repercussion on the 
historical and evolutionary treatment of topics was unfortunate. 
Gange$a and his followers became concerned with what pre~ 
cisely is the argument for and against a problem and cared very 
little for who argued. Gangeéa’s studies, as he himself stated, 
were confined to the Nyaya and works of the Prabhakara 
school, which must have dominated higher studies in Mithila. 
at that time. Unlike Udayana whose talents developed through. 
his conflict with the powerful Buddhist scholars, Gañgeśa’s con~ 
flict was with the Prabhakaras, whose arguments are refuted by: 
him in most places. This fact has been stated as the special 
feature of his work by Rucidatta, ( But the wonder is that in 
his whole book there are barely half a dozen specific names and 
among them only one probably was a Prabhakara viz. Srikara. 
(I$varanumana, B. I. ed., p. 186). Among the rest we need 
only mention Jayanta who is given the epithet saat ( Upa- 
mana Pt, р. 61). It should be noticed that this is probably 
the earliest mention of the Kasmirian author by an Eastern. 
scholar. Gañgeša might have been a poet also in bis times, as. 
his son Vardhamana testified to his poetic talents in the epithet. 


Gahgefa's family : Gaigesa’s name has been fortunately: 
discovered by ProfsR. Jha in the Panjis of Mithila and this 
has an important bearing on his date, We shall quote the exact: 
words of the genealogists and discuss them carefully. There- 
are two manuscript copies of what is called a ‘Sakhapanj? 
preserved in the Raj Library, Darbhanga. One of them: 
(Ms. No, 553 ) is very clearly written’ by one Purusottama at. 
the village “Mangalvani' in 1642 Saka (Bawen; z > 
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and the other of about the same date is ina dilepidated 
condition, both being in palm leaves. Prof. Jha is the only 
scholar who has studied them critically. About Ratnāka 
son of Sathu, of the тїтєт family ( of Vatsya gotra ) it 
written by Purugottama : gaad serfszarafuwis Wo Wo qas 
афс Й. In the other copy (fol, 3a) the same Retnükara 
son of Sádbukara, is described as ree чатиб v ngadi. 
The figure 2 curiously stands for two M's i.e. Ма 
mabopidhyaya. @ isan abbreviation for f. Ф stonds for 
ahga. Gafgeda thus belonged to a family of which th 
grama was Chādana, a village which remains yet to 
identified in Mithila, The family which was inferior in soc 
status is now extinct in Mithila. According to the Gotrapafi 
it belonged to the Kaéyapa gotra. It appears, therefore, 
that Vardhamana was referring to his own family when he 
wrote in the Kusumarjaliprakasa ( p. 7) 9 mamiy. The 
daughter's son Ratnakara, on the other hand, belonged to one 
of the best families of Mithila. The Pañjis give elaborate 
accounts of the latter family, recording Ratnakara’s alliances 
jn great details, Gañgeśa’s family is completely ignored and 
we are not expected to know even his father’s name. 


There is one more reference to Gañgeša in the Panji. 
“About Bhavefvara of the respectable Jajibala family (of Sandilya 
gotra) Purusottama wrote: gaa aaraa 
жә не nênga qued wetane эы сака 
җн пн maaan This is exactly found also in he 
other copy ( fol, 339а ). This proves that Gañgeša had at 
least three sons, Vardhamana, Süpana and Harifarmi. It is 
interesting to find that the Pafjis record evidently from 
«contemporary sources two ofthe highest titles with which 
"Gaügefa was endowed viz. ‘Paramguru’ and 'Jagadguru'—an 
evidence of the meteoric career that he enjoyed in his own 
land. Only Vacaspati Migra II enjoyed the former title 
according. to the Pasjis As there is no other reference. to 
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Саћвеќа we can assume that the family dwindled into insigni- 
ficance again and became extinct scon after his sons’ death. 
His native place is unknown, unless it be identical with his: 
ancestral village Chadana. Absured stories about his illiteracy, 
his overn'ght acquisition of knowledge through divine grace 
without studies and his quarrels with an uncle are still told in 
Nyfiya seminaries specially in Bengal, They are completely 
talsified by his own words at the commencement of his work... 
The wolkknown verse fè af seagate an, which he is said. 
to have addressed to his uncle is ascribed, it should be noted,. 
by Vacaspati Migra II in his Khandanoddhara ( p.149) to- 
Dharmakirti, Such stories existed from ancient times and. 
travel from lend to lend to be localised wherever there аге: 
extra-ordinary ialents. 


Date of Gañgeša : We shall discuss the problem of Сай-. 
gega’s date in some details as there is much confusion among 
scholars about it. Weber first suggested that Gañgeša lived in. 
the 12th century л. n. (Hist. of Indian Lit., p. 246 fn.) ; the: 
authority cited ( Z.D.M.G., XXVII. 168 ) is really based on an. 
opinion expressed by an Indian scholar of no note without any 
evidence that Gahgefa lived ‘700° years ago ( Mookerjee’s Magam 
zine, 1872, р. 123). The silent acceptance of such an unwar— 
ranted opinion by a scholar of Weber's repute produced 
perhaps a tendency among many scholars to place Gañgeša too 
early. Keith clso argued (Indian Logic and Atomism, 1921. 
p.33) that he lived within 1150-1200 a, р. He was evidently 
influenced by Suali (1. e, p. 66 note: cf. I. O., IL p. 547). 
The evidence he putup, specially on the connected dates of 
Jayadeva and Rucidatta, is absolutely wrong as we shall prove; 
at the proper place. Vidysbhüsapa (J.A.S.B., 1918, p. 282 ;. 
also Indian Logic, pp. 406-7 ) placed him ‘about 1376 4, D." on 
the basis of a succession’ of generations of pupils, which is not 
correct and which is fundamentally useless for chronological- 
investigation. i ` 
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According to Dr. Н.Р, Sastri а Ms. of Vardhamina’s 
Kusummjaliprahüfa, now preserved in the Asiatic Society 
No. 794), provides a positive clue to his date. The copy is 
divided into two parts written by two different hands with 
about a century intervening between them. At the end of the 
‘part which was later in date there was a date ‘1342 Saka’ ( i, e. 
1420-21 a. ».). The page-mark 3 in the other part exhibits a 
peculiar form which was current, according to Bendall, within 

1300-1360 a. ». Itis, therefore, impossible to place Vardha- 
māna after the 13th century a.D. ( Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, p. 179: 
Des. Cat., A. S., XI, pp. 96-7). The evidence is wholly wrong 
atevery single step. We have carefully examined the copy ; 
the date of the so-called later part is now completely effaced 
and it is impossible to surmise that the date was legible a few 
years back. Asa matter of fact, Dr. Sastri gave the date as 
11334 to a Pandit who published it in his book ‘Kusumatjali- 
saurabha’ (1330 B. S., Introd., p. 13). He was not evidently 
sure of his reading of the date, The Ms. is on palm leaves and 
“cannot be more than 400 years old by any consideration, Dr. 

азіі, moreover, completely failed to notice that the form of 
the figure 3 on pages 30-39 of the so-called earlier part is quite 
“modern in appearance and the same scribe used both the forms. 
‘It is impossible therefore, to hold, as Bendall did, that a parti- 
cular form was current just within 60 years of the 14th century 
A.D. We have found the same form in many manuscripts of 
“the 16th and 17th centuries. 


Gañgeśa’s date can be fixed within narrow limits from a 
thorough investigation of literary evidence, internal and exter- 
mal, as well as facts from family history now available in 
abundance, 


(1) Among his predecessors, whose accounts have been 
collected in the last chapter, there are several who belonged to 
the 13th century А. р. We should repeat the names of Nàrà- 
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“yana багуајба, Divakara, Manikantha and Harinatha. The last 
-two scholars might be living still in the first quarter of the 14th 
-century a. p. and the terminus a quo of Gahgefa's period of 
activity should be taken as 1325 a. p, 


(2) The earliest writer to refer to Gabgefa, as far as we 
scan gather at present, is the great Maithila scholar VateSvara 
Upadhyaya, who must have criticised Gangeéa sometime bet- 
-ween 1350-75 a. р. Thus Gañgeśa’s period of activity termina- 
ted, at the present state of our knowledge, in 1350 A.D. 


(3) This is confirmed by the notable fact, which seems 
to have escaped the notice of scholars, that no ‘foreign’ scholar 
has ever referred to Gañgeša before 1400 4, . We shall cite 
some instances, The Nayanaprasddini commentary on the 
-Citsukhiis truly а cheering storehouse of quotations from all 
philosophical works written in India till the time of the author. 
The Citsukhi was written in the middle of the 13th century 
and the commentary about 1400 4. р. We have failed to dis- 
-cover any reference in it to the Maithila scholars Tarani Misra, 
‘Manikantha or Gaigeda. The views of ‘new’ dialecticians in 
"Vadindra's Rasasdra (р. 62) ог the reference to the followers 
of the 'equivoque' in ће Citsukhi (Bombay ed., 1915, pp. 176 
and 353 ) are sometimes loosely ascribed ( Introd. to the Rasa- 
sara, p. 5 ) to Сайдейа, in whose work they are not certainly 
traceable. Gunaratna, who wrote one of his works in 1409 4. Da, 
does not mention Manikantha or Сайдеба in his Saddarfana- 
Samuccayavttti. 


Cinnabhat{a commented on the Tarkabhasa under 'Bri- 
‘“Harihara-Maharaja’ ( so in the colophon, Dr, Bhandarkar’s ed., 
p. 262 ), who was identical with Harihara II of Vijayanagara 
(1377-1404 a, Inthe commentary itself there is inciden- 
tal mention of ‘Vijayanagari’ ( p. 228 ), the great centre of cul- 
ture in South India. But Cinnabhatfa proves himself absolu- 
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tely oblivious of the great upheaval of studies on the Tarka$astra 
in Mithila under Safadbara, Manikantha and Caigefa and was 
still looking upon Varadaraja (р. 133 & 145 ) and Vadindra 
(р. 214) as the latest authorities on the Satra, It should be 
mentioned in this connection that about a century after Cinna- 
bhatta, Balabhadra of Varanasi, a profound scholar of Navya- 
ny&ya of the Gafigesa-brand, referred in his commentary on the 
Tarkabhasa to the classical works of the school like Dravyopaya 
and Tattvabodha of Vardhamina ( fol. 4 of Poona Ms. No. 200 
of 1884-6 ) and all the subsequent scholiasts of the book Visva- 
karma, Govardhana, Gopinatha and Gaurikanta to name only a 
few, were followers of Gaigesa. 


Similarly the great polymath of South India Anandapürpa 
Vidyasigara, whose date has been fixed by Dr. Raghavan as 
‘about 1350 a. p” ( Annals of Oriental Research, IV. i, p. 2), 
in his standard commentary on the Khandana of Sriharga quo- 
ted an advanced refinement of Udayana’s definition of Upadhi 
ascribed by him to one Narayana Sarvajfia ( Chowkh. cd. p. 
714). This particular refinement, however, was cited and refu- 
ted by Gaiigesa at the very beginning of his Upadhivada ( Anu- 
mana, B. I: ed., pp. 296-9 ), where the subject was treated in a 
far more advanced and intricate manner, of which Vidyasigara 


was quite oblivious. 


In South India the Madhva scholars specialised in studies. 
on the Navyany&ya to an extent not found anywhere else. 
(except Bengal), Théy refuted the arguments of Gahgefa 
and his followers, meeting them in their own method. But the 
earliest writer to launch this attack was the great Ууйѕаб Һа 
(1400-1539 л. р. ), whose Tarkataydava is, as far as we are 
aware, a pioneer work in the field. No Madhva scholar before 
Vyasatirtha had any acquaintance with the Maithila upheaval. ` 
under Gañgeša, - 
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(4) Among Maithila scholars the date of Candedvara, 
"the author of the several Ratnākaras is now fixed beyond any 
"dispute. He performed a Tulapuruga in 1236 Saka (1314 4. 1.), 
-evidently in his early youth, and wrote his last work the Raja- 
mitiratnahara about 1370 a. ». under king Bhavefa. Long 
“before the discovery of the last named work it was known tradi- 
tionally that he survived in the reign of king Bhavasimha. 
-( Hist. of Tirhut, 1922, р. 170 fn. ), His date of birth, there- 
fore, cannot be placed before 1275 a. D. and the period of his 
literary activity must now be placed between 1320-70 a. р. The 
following synchronistic table makes Gañgeša a contemporary 
of Candesvara. 


Devaditya of the Visphi family 


gi) 
Vi jan (ist son) — Jatefvara ( 4th son) 
Chapdebvara Süpana Gañgeta 


Gunidvara daughter daughter — Sádhukara. 


(of Jajibala family ) (of Bambhanitiim family) 
daughter = Ratnükara 


Ratnakara had many wives and this was his last wife. Сайвеба, 
therefore, was very much senior to Süpana just like Candeévara, 
“who was the eldest man of the family in that generation, This 
wife of Ratnakara, it should be noticed, was а cousin of the 
famous Vidyapati. Gunigvara, father-in-law of Ratnakara, was 
ninth in descent from the first ancestor of the Jajibala family 
named Dandapani, АШ these point to the conclusion that 
Сайреда can by no means be placed before 1300 4. D, 


(5) Candefvara's younger cousin Ramadatta engaged 
М. М, Bhavagarman’ of the Khauala family to write for him 
the Mahadanapaddhati, Bhavagarman, therefore, was an exact 
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contemporary of Сардебуага and wrote that book in the second’ 
quarter of the century within 1325-50 a. n. Now Bhavafar- 
mar's mother's mother was the eldest daughter of M. M. 
Kahnu of the Sa&karadhi family, who was thus about two gene- 
rations earlier than Bhavagarman, Kahnu’s second daughter 
was given in marriage to Гаеп хата ofthe Jajibala family, 
Nath im descent from the first ancestor Dandapioi Lakgmi- 
бата? (elder) cousin Subbadatta was the greatgrandfather 
(sf ) of Haraditya ( alias Jiva ), the husband of Gañgefa's 
granddaughter (SM). Gañgeša therefore, like Bhavafarman 
was two generations later than Kahnu. Tt confirms our con-- 
tention that Gañgeša cannot be placed before 1300 4. p. by any 
means. Kahnu’s youngest daughter's daughter was the younger 
stepmother of M, M. Jagannātha of the Mandara family, 
father of the famous Vatedvara Upüdhyaya mentioned above. 
Jagannátha was thus a contemporary of both Bhavafarman and’ 
Gañgeta, while Vatevara becomes a contemporary of Саћвеба?е. 
son Vardhamana.* 


The Tativacintamani : 


A rapid survey of the contents of the book, is however 
necessary for our purpose. Сайвеќа produced this ‘jewel’, аз 
he states in the third introductory verse, for the decoration of 
scholars and for dispelling the terrible darkness of heretics. 
Moreover, opponents (so ably exposed herein ) will no longer 
press their views cleverly in debates and the doctrines of his. 
own school are stated fully without mincing matters : 


free я free 
я ч йите! 


The ideal has been maintained by the author throughout with. 
conspicuous success, 


1, For other informations about Gaiigeda vide our ‘Vange Nauyanyaya- 
carc’ pp. 1519, 
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In the first part dealing with Perception the preliminary’ 
section on Benediction (рр. 5-114) thoroughly examines the: 
topic in all its aspects and it has been elaborated by many later 
scholars, though Siromani did not touch it. Gahgefa deals 
with only the first and foremost of the 16 topics of Gautama, 
viz, Pramina and the next section on Pramanya, divided into. 
three sub-sections Jfiapti (pp. 114-286 ), Utpatti (рр. 287-371)» 
and Pramālakşaņa ( 372-429 ), really forms the introduction to. 
the whole book and consequently this section, and curiously 
enough this section alone'of the Pratyakga part, is assiduously- 
studied by all students of Navyanyaya. The next section on: 
Anyathükhyati or Error ( рр. 430-537) also belongs to the: 
general Introduction, being a corollary to the previous section ;. 
the views of the opposing Prabhakara school who advocate in. 
their Akhyativada that no knowledge is an Error, have been. 
elaborately examined in this section. It is interesting to find 
that Gaügefa has quoted five rare Karikas of the Prabhakaras: 
( рр. 465, 468, 470, 474 & 475-6 ) in this section. 


The four-fold division of Pramana and the definition of” 
Pratyakga is taken up in the next section, which particularly 
deals with one of the terms used in the definition viz. Sanni-- 
karsa or Intercourse and its six varieties in the ordinary plane. 
The whole of this main portion including this section, which: 
really gave the name to this first part, is now obsolete and its: 
place has been taken by elementary works notably the corres- 
ponding portion of the Muktavali. Siromaņi did not touch 
this portion at all, proving that it was already getting out of 
date about 1500 4. D. 


Four of the varieties of Sannikarga are based on Samavāya: 
or Inherence, one of the Vaifesika categories, which is not 
accepted by some schools of thought, Gaigesa devotes a small 
section for its establishment ( pp. 640-72 ). In the next section. 
Anupalabdhi ( Non-Perception ), which is regarded as a sepa~ 
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rate means of valid knowledge by the Vedanta and Bhatta 
schools, specially for the knowledge of that much debated cate- 
gory Abhava (Negation ), is rejected ( pp. 673-92 ) from the 
Nysya stand-point, under which Negation is perceptible through 
‘the senses. One тате Karika is cited in this section ( p. 688 ), 
“hich is followed by an important section on Abhava (pp. 693- 
719 ), which unfortunately is not studied in the seminaries at 
present, It should be noted that in the Sabda part Саћвеќа 
* fers to an Abbavavada, which seems to be a separate and ear- 
fier tract on the subject AGT ALATA AT 
нң! (Sabda, Pt. II, p. 475 under Saktivada ). In 
this section Gañgeša cites the following brilliant verse of the 
«opponents, who do not accept Abhāva as a separate category :— 
Aaea weld ч чеч TENAN HAC 
жш шан: чанса я ASTE | 
arama їн afa: fea f$ qa ent 
тёп жеге ачки тїп жапат 1?” 
чї бюд! атат fam че aft aaea 
(p. 717). This very verse is traceable in Ratnakirti’s Sthira- 
siddkidngana (Patna ей, of Ratnakirti's works p. 111), aseri- 
ibed to his teacher (ап я: ) i. e. the great Jrianaéri. ( Ratna- 
Kirti reads warmer for жаы). Jñanaári was still a force to be 
reckoned with in Gahgefa's times. The verse actually occurs 
in his Ksanabharigadhyaya. 


In the next section on Pratyaksak&rana ( pp. 720-62 ) the 

“most elaborately treated subject is the peculiar Nyaya thesis 
фак Gold is not a substance, but only a sort of light, One of 
ithe sources of Gaigesa on the problem was Udayana (р. 750). 
Tn the next section ( рр. 763-83 ) the well-known, Nyaya theory 
‘that Mind is an organ and it is minute ( ‘anu’ ) is established. 

. .Anuvyavasáya ( apperception ), one of the vital things connec- 
"ted with Perception, is next dealt with (pp. 784-898), followed 
фу Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa, the two kinds of Perception, with 
“which the first part ends. o. orm 
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‘The second part on Anumana ( Inference ) is by far the 
most popular, though the most intricate portion of the whole- 
book. Itisnow broadly divided into two halves, commonly 
known as the Vyaptikinda and Jñanakanda and scholars used 
to specialise in either of them or rarely in both. The first sec- 
tion on the definition of. Anumiti or Inferential knowledge and" 
establishing the validity of Inference against the views of Саг 
vaka ( рр. 1-26 ) is immediately followed by a grand section, 
Vyüptivàda dilating on the first term of the definition, viz.. 
Vyapti ( Invariable concomitance of the middle term with the. 
major term). There are seven sub-sections under it, viz. 
Vyaptipaficaka (five provisional definitions ), Sithha-Vyaghri. 
(two similar definitions of Professors Lion and Tiger ), Vya- 
dhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava, Pürvapaksa (collection of” 
various other definitions ), Siddhantalakgana ( final definition of 
Gañgeta ), Sāmānyābhāva ( a separate class of Negation formu-. 
lated for clearing a definition ) and Videgavyapti ( other spe- 
cialised definitions). The next section on Vyaptigrahopaya: 
(рр. 174-252) consists of two sub-sections, Tarka ( confuta- 
tion ) and Vyaptyanugama. The first half ends with Samanya~ 
laksana, a much-debated kind of preter-natural sense-contact, 
established by Gahge$a. 


The second half opens with Upadhi ( vicious condition ),. 
its definition, classification, ground of vitiation and fallacious: 
aspects. But the section is long out of date and is now almost 
а lost portion of the book. The remaining sections are the- 
delight of all serious students of Navyanyaya—Pakgat ( on the 
minor term ), Paramarga ( Deduction ), Kevalinvayi & Kevala-- 
vyatireki (kinds of Anumfna ), Arthapatti ( Presumption, not 
a separate Pramana as advocated by the Mimithsa ), Avayava 
( five limbs of a syllogism ) and the last section on Hetvabhasa: 
(Fallacy ) consisting of ten sub-sections viz. Simanyanitukti 
( General definition), Savyabhicára &c. ( five kinds of fallacy 
with three’ sub-classes treated in 8 different. sub-sections ji 
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closing with a statement оп the efficacy of fallacies in demons- 
trating inefficacy of arguments. 


"The latest phase of Navyanyaya studies in India for about 
two centuries flowed through а large number of channels cut 
by single sentences or phrases of this part of Оаћреба' work 
and by far the widest channel emerged from the general defini- 
tion of Fallacy. It has now assumed proportions through the 
efforts of all the best Indian brains in Navyanyaya, which is a 
world’s wonder in the field of intellectual feats, though to the 
‘uninitiated it is only ‘a vast mass of perverted imgenuity’ 
( Keith : Indian Logic and Atomism. p. 35). The Iévaravada 
‘ot Сайвеќа, which is the concluding section of this Anumana 
part, is, as we have stated before, now obsolete, being lost in 
the unfading glory of the original Kusumañjali of Udayana, on 
which it was based. 


Likewise the Upamāna part of Сайвеќа has been quite 
out of date fora very long time. Only one scholar of Mithila 
аз far as we are aware, commented on it viz. Rucidatta. Pra- 
galbha of Bengal distinctly stated that while there are ways 
devised by the learned. on the three major parts, not even a 
‘sigh’ was made in the hard Upamana part, where he was ‘with- 
out a prop’ i— 


( Pragalbha’s Upamanasahgraha, A. S. Ms., Introd. v. 2). 


The fourth part of the Tattvacintamani deals with verbal 
testimony and is called the Sabdakhanda. It opens with the 
definition of verbal testimony—Sabdanirdpana. A discussion 
on Sabdabodha (verbal judgement) follows. Sabdapramanyavada 
“then proves the validity of verbal testimony as an independent 
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«organ of cognition, Then follow the dessertations on akahksa 
*(expectancy ), yogyatà ( compentency ), āsatti ( contiguity ) 
гапа tatparya ( word-import ) which are indispensable conditions 
to produce verbal judgement. The Sabdanityatavada deals with 
non-eternity of sound, The ucchannapracchannavada deals with 
the theory that sound is destroyed and notconcealed. The 
widhi, apürva and gaktividas deal with Vedic Injunctions, merit 
and demerit and potentiality respectively. Next comes the 
dessertation on Lakgani-secondary meaning, The following sec- 
tions deal with the logical implication of the grammatical prob- 
lems like compound-words ( samasa ), verbal suffixes (ākbyāta), 
the roots (dhatu ) and prefixes (upasarga ). The concluding 
section establishes the validity of the four types of cognitive 
instruments after refuting the validity of aitihya ( tradition ), 
_janagruti (rumour ), arthápatti ( implication ) and anupalabdhi 
X non-apprehension ). 


Like the Anumanakhanda, the Sabdakhanda also became 
highly popular and numerous commentaries were written on 
“both of them. In the Nyaya seminaries of Mithila and Bengal 
-almost equal importance was attached to both. 


The work of Gahgefa became highly popular very soon 
гапа was studied and commented upon in various centers of 
-culture of India. It not only cast the works of the old school 
of logic into oblivion but the neo-logical works of his predece- 
:ssors also faded into insignificance and gradually were forgotten 
«due to its overwhelming popularity and all embracing character. 
We, however, find scholars like Vardhamana, Vacaspati Misra 
TI, Sañkara Migra and others devoting much time and energy to 
stevive the old school of Ак арада. But their efforts met with 
:no conspicuous success. 


The influence of Gaügefa's school was felt even outside 
ihe boundaries of India and we hear of Burmese Mss. of neo- 


logical works in Mss. Libraries, (vide I. О. Cat. Vol. П. p. 576). 
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VanpHaxANA UrApnvAYA: The Tattvacintamapi soon. 
‘established a school through the works of Gañgeša's son and. 
disciple Vardhamina. The contributions of this great logician. 
bear the titles ‘prakaéa’ and “upaya”, Later authors refer to him. 
as ‘Upayakaraka’. It appears that Vardhamaüna had no sons- 
but his grand-children through a daughter were many and we 
get their accounts in the Рай. We give below a list of 
Vardbamana’s Ny&ya-Vaitesika works : 


(1) Anviksanayatattvabodha—commentary on chapter V 
of the sütras of Gotama. Pt. Surendralal Tarkatirtha utilized a 
Ms. of this work in his edition of the Nyayasütravivarana. 
M. M. Ganganatho Jha is said to have discovered two Mss, of it. 
One more is preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana, Baranasi and. 
a fourth in the Viévabbarati, Sántiniketana. We have mentioned. 
(р. 78 above ) the Trisütritattvabodha of Vardhamüna, But no- 
other information regarding the rest of the work is available. 


(2) Nyayanibandhaprakaga. It has partly been published 
in the Bibliotheca Indica series along with Udayana's Nyaya-- 
‘vartikatatparyaparisuddhi, Vardhamüna must have completed 
the work and chapters I & III of it are available in a manuscript 
(No. Ш. c. 123) of the Asiatic Society, Bengal. А very old 
palm-leaf Ms. ofthe Prameyanibandhaprakafa is preserved in 
the Government Sanskrit College Library, Calcutta, 


(3) The Nyayaparifisaprahaía has been published in: 
the Calcutta Sanskrit Series along with the Nydyaparisista of^ 
Udayanācārya. 

(4) The Kusumanjaliprakasa has also been published: 
long ago. 

(5) The Kiranzvaliprakata— The Dravya and Guna sec- 


„tions have been published in the Bibliotheca Indica series andi 
.theSarasvati Bhavana text series respectively, `. 
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(6) The Lilavatiprakaía has been published from 
"Chawkhamba, Baranasi. : 

(7) A Ms. of the Khandanaprakasa is preserved in the 
„Asiatic Society, Bengal. 

(8) Vacaspati Mira II in his Khandanoddhara (р. 77) 
mentions Vardhamana’s work bearing the same title. 

(9) Padmanabha refers to the sub-commentary on the 
Bauddhadhikaraprakaía of Vardhamüna by Balabhadia in the 
Setu ( p. 378). 


(10) The Tarkaprakaía on Kešava Miras Tarkabhasa 
is said to have been preserved at Ulwar ( Ulwar Cat, p. 28, 
No. 653 with a sub-commentary cn the same Ibid, No. 654 ). 


Tt is said that an incomplete Ms. of the Maniprahata of 
‘Vardhamana came to the Sarasvati Bhavana, ( Venis : Benares 
"Cat.p.193). But we could not trace it, For various reasons 
-we cannot accept that Vardhamana commented on the Tattva- 
cintāmaņi. Vardhamāna refers to his earlier works in subse- 
quent ones, The Kusummhjaliprakaa mentions the Tattua- 
bodha, the Nibandhaprakafa and the Parifistaprakaéa. The 
Lilavatiprahafa mentions the Kusumzjaliprakafa, Vardhamāna 
quotes his father’s views in numerous cases. But we find no 
reference to the Maniprakafa either in his own works or in 
those of his successors. On the other hand the remarks added 
toa big quotation from the Cintamani in the Nyayanibandha- 
prakasa (pp. 677-92 )— "afi Gagah iagat 
gat fre raa: seem to suggest that Vardhamāna wrote no 
commentary on his father's magnum opus. In case of the 
existence of such a commentary the clarification of his father's 
views ina different context would have been irrelevant. As 
"Vardhamána was held in high esteem both in Mithila and 
Bengal, non-mention of such an important commentary of 
‘Vardhamina if ever written, in later exegetical works on the 
"Tattvacintamani is impossible to conceive. 
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Vardhamüna tried to bridge the gulf between the two- 
schools of orthodox Logic—the old and the new. As we have- 


just seen, he commented on the old classics current in his days, 
But the views of his illustrious father were always uppermost 
in bis mind and he made the best use of them in his works, 


Аз а эр 
pects in Mithila, He wrote the Smrtiparibhasa, the Svaddha- 
pradipa, the Acarapradipa and other smrti digests, 


ti writer also, Vardhamana commands great res-- 


CHAPTER IV 
THE AGE OF EXPANSION 


JivanArus Migra; The eldest brother of Saitkara 
Miéra’s father Bhavanatha, Sankara Mira stated clearly in 
almost all his works that he had only reproduced the lessons he: 
Һай received on each of the classics commented by him from: 
his own father, who again took lessons from his own brother 
Jivanatha, who might be regarded as the great genius behind 
all the eminence achieved by $ahkara. In the Vadivinoda 
(p.61) Sankara cited an important passage of Jivanātha on the 
section of fallacy aaran aan GTA... TA 1 

d satire: fè ч q=anaararafsamgfusat: 
aaraa wa їн art чөп ЇЧ эйт: | This is a refuta- 
Чоп of Gañgeša (vide Anumana part, B. I. ed., pp. 970-71 
towards the end ofthe section on Badha ) There is another 
quotation from Jivanatha in the Upaskara ( under IX. ii. 1, 
B. L ed., p. 392); it is an extremely intricate definition of the 
term ‘paksa’. Next to it, $айкага cited the well-known defini- 
tion of Gahgefa in a rather slighting mode ( af айч) and 
found fault with it ( сатаа atest чат), referring to his own. 
Manimayakha for further (adverse ? ) discussion. Jivanitha’s. 
antagonism to Gahgea was evidently derived from Vatesvara 
Upadhyaya, who was his maternal grandfather according to: 
reliable genealogical records. Vateévara’s descendant Narahari. 
in his critique on Smrti named Dvaitanirnaya refers to Tiva-- 
nātha’s legal decisions several times ( Darbhanga ed., pp. 18, 20 ` 
& 58) and once as aligning with Vatesvara ( ib., p. 32 : Ga 
Жапек ga AT aranan, Arah). It appears. 
that Jivanatha had written a critical treatise on Smrti named 
Dvaitanimaya. We traced the following rare quotation in 
Gokulanatha’s commentary ( Pradipa ) on Vacaspati's Dvaita- 
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mimaya (A.S. Ms. No, I. D. 5, p. 11 ) : saa зїнчта- а-а 

manam Jivanātha’s date is 
about 1400 4, п, ; he was evidently not alive when Šañkara 
Mira took lessons from his younger brother and pupil Bhava- 
matha (about 1425 a. v,). Safikara was nota direct pupil of 
his uncle Jivanatha, 


GANGADITYA : One ofthe earlier authorities upon 
the text of Gafgesa. His name was almost completely lost till 
we discovered the following reference in the Pratyaksa part of 
the Cintamanivivecana of Vidyanivasa Bhattácarya. The uni- 
que manuscript of this work of Vidyanivasa now preserved in 
the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, has been thoroughly examined 
and fully described by us in our account of Vidyanivasa (Vañge 
Navyanyayacarca, pp. 63-78). In the section on Prāmāņyavāda 
Vidyanivasa explains :—(fol. 53a) wz-erfczarqmag amanar- 
suara iri + uf in wqaramenmqaa;) (vide 
B. I. ed. p. 239 fn. & Mathuri p, 240). The reading sma- 

is actually found in the Gunapraka$a of Vardhamāna 
(S.B. Text, р. 193). The mention of Gahgaditya's name 
along with that of Vardhamana proves that Gañgaditya was an 
author of fairly early date, say, about 1400 a, n. and probably 
‘commented on Gange$a's work. Vidyanivasa wrote the com- 
mentary about 1490 4. р. 


GaspsorRoavava : Another name hitherto entirely-lost 
mentioned by the above-mentioned Vidyaoivisa in the same 
book ( fol. 47a) sama Tiara fred ат 
Фати ea өйча 1 яя Ферт, eue: епн їч —( vide 
B. I ed, pp. 207-8). lt is not unlikely that this unknown 
scholar, evidently belonging to Mithila, might have preceded 
Gaigega himself. 


NYAYALOOANAKARA: The name of this author re- 
mains yet to be discovered, He was one of the earliest scholars 


| 
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who criticised Сайсеќа and evidently belonged to Mithila. 
Sankara Miéra in the Vadivinoda cited his definition of 
"Vyapti' : (р. 57) annaa: 1 желип йч + 
=й: | тийип оаа sf qwue Waaa я айпай =ra- 
araga: | The language proves that the passage is meant as an 
answer to the Vyäptipañcaka of Gaügefa. In Sürvabhaume's 
Sabdamanipariksa there are two references to the Nyayalocana 
(Varanasi Ms., fol. 28b & 85a), of which the first passage 
runs: fur еч течет ETETE 

RARA amagama) Here Sarvabhauma clearly indi 
cates that the unknown author attempted to find fault with. 
Gahgeía. Yet another passage of the Nyayalocana was traced 
by us in the Sabdamaniprakasa of the famous Bengali scholar 
Haridasa Nyayalahkara (fol, 91b of a Ms, preserved in the 
Anglo-Sanskrit Public Library at Navadvipa ). It runs :—q# 
sidere ense mad ва: Geeta: | ed A ga 
fr оч ететт: | us arene чүччтетатетечС Sead ift 
RATATAT 1 «е8 атеаїчачепя чча gi freee! This 
also seems to Ье ап attempt to find fault with а As the: 
book is not mentioned by any recent writer of Mithila and’ 
Bengal the author must have flourished before 1400 a. D., the: 
approximate birth date of Sabkara Miéra as ascertained by us, 


There is an illuminating passage of the ,Nyayalocana in, 
the Tattudloka of Vacaspati Migra П under II. ii, 58 (fol. 153a) :. 
kusiku я reel чае agamawan ач e uf 
яп айя «чаї AARRE qa ҹ йч ety sara дег 
Sierra exer: ап NET Tag a fafa wet ssqeqfa-- 
= її афа: wargan da: | q I NASRI: TTT 
зата чп чете gang: | This is a clear refutation об 
Gañgeša, 

JaYapmva alias Parganaava Misra : is the only scholar 
of the post-Gahgeía period in Mithila who succeeded in. 
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setting up a new school ( sampradaya ) of Navyany&ya through 
his immortal work—the Aloka on the three parts of. Gahge£a's 
"Work (omitting the small Upamana part). It dominated 
Nyaya studies throughout India for along time. Pakgadhara’s 
invincible career as a dialectician is immortalised in the line : 
arah я wen wr sf | The story of his encounter 
with Vyasatirtha (1460-1539 a.m.) of Karnata when he is 
said to have claimed in admiration of the latter” : 

ahi sad аач azenften 1 

чанач атаб farenfirerqeanits I 
‘or the far more wellfounded victory over him of Siromani of 
Bengal is really а reflex from his great glory. The following 
account of him collected from authentic sources, some of 
which were not yet properly investigated, gives many new 
facts about him. 


His works :—He is universally known as the author of 
a single book, the Aloka, which practically superseded all 
previous commentaries on the Tattvacintamani. But among 
the Sanskrit manuscripts procured by Colebrooke when in 
India about a century and а half ago and subsequently 
presented by bim to the India Office Library there are two 
works by Paksadhara viz. Dravyaviveka ( аз it is called by the 
author himself) and Nydyalilavativiveka. A thorough 
examination ofthe two books, which it appears were not 
carefully scrutinized by Colebrooke himself or any other 
scholar, throws flood of new light on the history of Nyàya- 
Vaifesika literature in Mithila and reveals certain puzzling 
problems about Pakgadhara himself. The Dravyaviveha 
(1. O., I, p. 665 ) contains no varses, devotional or otherwise, 
at the beginning and the name of its author is nowhere found 
1 B.N. Krishnamurti Sarma in a Vol. of Eastern & Indian Studies 
n honour of F, W. Thomas, p.273. We have slightly amended the 
‘verse to suit the metre. Sri Sarma reads fim and wate | 
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in the body of the book itself, except the cryptic and somewhat 
misleading colophon at the end (fol 103a ) :—aft agam- 
чаї warah zer ud: dqui:!! The superscripts on the leaves 
are qra (foll 1-3), THA (foll 10, 12-14, 103) and чё 
( foll. 15 onwards to the end). On the cover of the last leaf, 
the title runs : Racal wawal. It isa brief but useful com- 
mentary on the DravyaprakaSa of Vardhamana and is once 
referred to in the Lilavativiveka ( fol. 36b ) thus aaa Kaf 
arma, sifrafragafaay! We have traced the reference on 
folio 54 of the present-work ( read along with Dravyaprakasa 
of Vardhamana, B.I. ed, of Kiranavali, рр. 204-6). Both 
the works entitled Viveka are therefore from the same pen. 
But the most wonderful thing discovered is that the author 
frequently refers here to his commentary on the Tattua- 
cintamani also entitled the Viveka and not the Aloka. We 
quote one passage for example —(fol Та, vide Kiranavali 
B.L ed. p.10) amit чач бийни grama, 
eu ч fated qm emm anf enan daar ur 
Aiga aaa 6494989 wwe fam, йч ч хо 

u The Pratyaksaviveka is also referred to 
in foll 60a, 76a, 79b and 101b. Besides the Anumanaviveka 
(fol. 14а, 15b, 8Заъ ), the Gunaviveka is mentioned once 
(fol. 86b) as well as the Kusumanjaliviveka (fol. 83a :— 
sangari gantaff esa). There are four more references 
to а Viveka under a single topic ( fol. 16a-b) which from the 
context points to the Pratyaksaviveka. The rare authorities 
cited in the book are listed below alphabetically. 


Kandalikara (fol, 27b :—stg atatadisa 919-9 д KARTE 


uta q miami qq gen arts quaft wende tft | 
 Kusumatijali- Vardhamana ( 36b ). 


Jagadguru (9. v. 3b ) ў 
Райсатайһа (66a: verai — Tatparya, 
р. 499). 
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Bhaskara ( 82b : a passage in Anumanakhanda. B. I. ed.,. 
p.633, lines 5-6 is ascribed here to a pre-Gaügefa work, 
Bhaskara ). 

Lilavatiprakatadarpanau ( 35a :— awa MARATEA- 

яй dmna чта! vide Nyayalilavati, 
Chowkh. ed., p, 798 ). 

Vilasa 90a & 96a: identical with Dravakiranavalivilasa 
of Divakaropadhyaya ( q. v. ). 

The Lilavativiveka (І. O., I, p. 668 ) is a much bigger 
work and begins with the following prayer-verse :— 

98 4 89959 ча sedi! 

draf ча: ud ҷа ad ааба | 
But the name of the author here again із nowhere mentioned 
in the body of the book, which ends ( fol. 129 ) with the colo- 
phon : efr чч «атаа: Чч: 1 There are referen- 
ces to the other works of the author viz, Pratyaksaviveka ( 15a, 
20a, 39b, 43a, 86b, 88b, 92b, 106b, 114a & 118b ), Anumana- 
viveka ( 18b, 93a, 103b, 104b & 115b), Sabdaviveka ( 52b ), 
Cintamaniviveka (45a & 114b) Dravyaviveka (36b) and 
Gunaviveka (28b). The list of authorities cited, a much 
longer one, is given below arranged alphabetically : 


Acaradarsa ( 22a ), Uddyota ( 18а), Upadhyaya (93b : 
identical with Prabhakara), Kandalikira (39b), Kalapa- 
parifista. ( 66a ), Kiranavaliprakafa (28a), Caturthaprakata. 
(57b), Jatesvara (q.v. 100b), Darpana ( la, 2a, ба, 7b & 
28b), Duitiyaprakata (18a & 53a), Dvitiyavārtika (60b ), 
Nibandha ( 103a ), Padamaftiari ( 2a ), Purusottamadeva ( 2а), 
Prabhakaropadhyáya ( q. v. 2a &c. 11 times ), Prameyaprakata 
(53a), Bhavadeva (21b), Mahabhasya (2a), Renukakariha 
( 22a ), Harimiéra ( 2а). 


Two more works of Paksadhara we are told ( S. B, S. Ш. 


р. 136) exist at Varanasi, а Tippami other than the Aloka on 
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the Cintamani, which on examination may prove to be a part 
-of the Viveka, and a Safadharavyakhya, Jayadeva’s nephew 
Vasudeva, who was a pupil of Jayadeva, refers to another long- 
lost work of Jayadeva named Pramdnapallava, which seems to 
‘have been an independant treatise rather than a commentary. 
"The passage of Vasudeva runs aaua TATTTHASA wedana 
aaa Qata бєлї єчєйїн! ( Cintamanizika, London 
Ms., fol. 31b ). 


The identity of this Vivekakāra Paksadhara as distingui- 
shed'from the Alokakara is now a great puzzle before us diffi- 
cult to solve. Pakgadhara as a surname of the Alokakara is 
well-known and the scribe of ће Dravyaviveka undoubtedly 
supports the identity of the two—the Alokakara and the Viveka- 
kšra—when he uses the peculiar abbreviation of the surname 
*Pákhü', For, in the family records of Jayadeva we come 
across exactly this very form of his nickname as current in 
Mithila. In the Bhauala branch of the Sodarapura family the 
Panji records Rag FA ratan aaa: 
яѓначччд | But this identity can only stand on the supposition 
that Jayadeva wrote two separate commentaries on the Tattva- 
cintamani, the Viveka and the Aloka and that while the former 
is absolutely unknown in Mithila and Bengal the latter became 
а standard work throughout India. That an early work of a 
celebrated scholar, who himself refers to it frequently, would 
become extinct among his own direct disciples is extremely 
doubtful, Atthe beginning of the Pratyaksaloka, Jayadeva 
after saluting Siva (also invoked in the next part) clearly 
states :— 


wira aka Ента, qaqa: | 

ачама атата пате I 
"This normally means that the Aloka was his first literary ven- 
ture and it would almost amount to an absurdity if we suppose, 
as we must in case the Viveha be also ascribed to him, that the 
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Aloka was composed after finishing a large number of scholia. 
on almost all the standard works of Navyanyaya (including the 
Tattvacintamani ) under the common appellative Viveka. 


Among the direct pupils of Jayadeva, Bhagiratha ( alias 
Megha ) covered the same ground as the Dravyaviveka and the 
Lilavativiveka of Pakgadhara. He very frequently refers to a 
previous commentator entitled ‘Miérah’ ( Lilavati, Chow- 
khamba ed., рр. 4, 11, 18 &c. more ‘than 25 times), who, as 
we have ascertained, was neither Sahkara Miéra ( who did not 
comment on Vardhamana ) nor the author of the Lilavativiveka 
under discussion. One passage of Bhagiratha ( p. 45 ) runs :— 
qd Sb чкъ ieran g urere samt frg feat 
feet We have traced. this peculiar solution of an intricate 
text in Paksadhara also. Thus :—( fol. 13a of the Lilavati- 
viveka ) winging ERA aera AN вера qa 
чара 1 This proves that Mira of Bhagiratha preceded the 
Vivekakara, whose arguments against the solution are not 
reproduced by Bhagiratha, It is impossible, therefore, to iden- 
tify the Vivekakara with Jayadeva in the present state of our 
knowledge, 


The Dravyaviveka was -superseded by the much more 
expansive works of Rucidatta and Bhagiratha. Many passages. 
of the Viveka are found incorporated in Rucidatta’s com- 
mentary without acknowledgement. Bhagiratha also seems. 
to have referred to the Viveka e.g, under the term ‘kechit’ 
( Lilavati, Chowk, ed, p. 53 cf. Lilavativiveka, fol. 15а). It 
is, therefore, certain that the Vivekakara preceded both by a 
length of time and he probably lived about 1450 лл. He 
cannot be identical with Paksadhara Upadhyaya of the 
Mandara family, who lived about 1400 a. 0. Moreover, the 
author of the Darpana, cited in both the Vivekas before us, 
was Vatesvara, the father of Paksadhara Upadhyaya. But 
this filial relation is not atall borne out in the two Vivekas,. 
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while їп the Tattvanimaya, а Smrti work of this Pakgadhara: 
(1.1845) his father Vatešvara is praised and saluted elo- 
quently. We conjecture that the Vivekak&ra is a third: 
Pakgadhara of unknown parentage and in our opinion, he is: 
identical with ‘Srimat-Paksadhara’ of Amarivati who trans- 
cribed the Visnupurana in 345 L.S. Jayadeva never refers. 
to his nickname ‘Pakgadhara’ in the Aloka and itis extremely 
оцы if a scholar of his eminence and celebrity could find. 
time to transcribe a Purana. But hitherto all scholars have- 
taken this Pakgadhara of Amaravati as identical with Jayadeva. 
( Vidyabhüsana, 1. c., p. 456 fn. &c. ) 


Jayadeva's Professors:—As we have stated above: 
Jayadeva distinctly mentions the name of his uncle Harimiéra. 
as his teacher in Nyiya both in the Pretyaksa and the 
Anumina parts of the Aloka. The Pañjis record that ‘Maha- 
mahopādhyäya’ Harimiéra was the eldest of the three brothers,. 
but he was not a ‘Mahamahopadhyaya’ of great eminence and 
did not probably compose any work. The following quotation. 
in the Lilavativiveka probably refers to a grammarian of 
earlier date. giing mia ca шта: a danang 
frere бйчщбйзап# sf ewm! чат f, sua 


чечтетаб чаї qur ganag: I (fol 2a) 


Many portions of Jayadeva's Aloka were published long 
ago in the complete edition of the text of Gahgesa, as comple 
ments to Mathuranatha’s commentary. In the Pratyaksa 
part the published portion covers the sections from Samavaya- 
vida to Nirvikalpavida (В, I. ed., pp. 640-838). In фе 
Anumdna part the whole of the Igvaravada as well as the last 
section of the main part (В.І. ed., рр. 983-97) is adorned 
with the Aloka. Inthe Sabda part, where the Aloka begins 

1. For Harimifra the grammarian anda commentator on the Katika, 


vide Purugottamadeva’s Paribhasaurtti &c. ( Rajshahi, 1946) App., p. 128. 
1 & Introd, p, 5. 
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“with a salutation to Vignu (s та 31 ) instead of Siva dà 
їп the first two parts, the sections from the Jatigaktivada to the 
end (B.1. ed, Pt. П, pp. 556-866 ) are illuminated by the 
‘loka. It is a pity however, that no ‘complete edition of the 
Aloka, the greatest postGahgefa work of Navyanyaya in 
“Mithila, is likely to be published in the near future. 


But there is almost an universal tradition in Mithila and 
‘Bengal that Jayadeva was а pupil of the celebrated Yajfiapati 
‘Upidhyaya. For instance, we find in the Sabdakalpadruma 
(Pt. П, 1749 Saka, p. 1791) язчеачтетччатя: чена багата - 
anwar: | (“ana”) This tradition is substantially 
corroborated by Jayadeva himself, Any one who will take 
the pains of comparing the works of ,Yajfiapati and Jayadeva 
-will be struck by the interesting fact that Jayadeva has contro 
‘verted the views of Yajfiapati at every step, In one such 
spassage, cited below, Jayadeva distinctly refers to Yajñapati 
аз ‘Guru’. Commenting on the text of Gahgefa beginning 
with the word agataeata (Anumana, Upadhisiddhanta, 
В. I ed, p.436) Jayadeva writes (Anumandloka, A. 5. 
“Ms. Ш. A. 25, fol. 56a):—am ч siadsan rr 
тй! od af чабанга іча битле < TET fem. 
fafa amia: | The whole controversy bas been elaborately 
treated by Yajfiapati’s son Narahari (foll. 57-66 of Tanjore 
Ms. No, 6268 ). Moreover, Padmanabha Misra while 
‘explaining the above passage of Jayadeva clearly writes in the 
Phsadharoddhara ( Poona Ms. No. 785 of 1887-91, fol, 54b ):- 
чач | saga fauna AA RAA ANTA 
aatan awani fred я Waa аг ( vide 
Narahari's Dasanoddhara, fol, 60 ), 


Mithila’s glory in Navyanyaya :—This conflict between 
the professor and the pupil marked the most glorious period of 
iNavyanyaya studies in Mithila and its echo reached the far- 
‘thest corners ofthe country. The whole intelligentia, so to 


| 
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rapeak,"of Mithila and Bengal was divided into two rival campi. 


Yajfapat!s son Narahari, himself a direct pupil of Jayadeva, 
gave a spirited reply to all the points of controversy raised by- 


This teacher and defended his father’s views. Vasudeva, a: 


nephew and pupil of Jayadeva, defended his uncle against the: 
‘attacks of Narabari and many others of the rival camp. Padma- 
nübha Mira, belonging to a Bengali family settled at Varanasi 
and adorning various royal courts of North India, wrote a 
commentary on the Aloka named Paksadharoddhara wherein. 
hé met the arguments of Narabari and others, Padmanabha’s: 
date falls in the latter half of the 16th century a.» The heal- 
thy controversy, therefore, raged in Mithila and the adjecent: 
аас Фог well over a century. It isa curious and significant 
fact that with the: cessation of this controversy Mithila’s literary; 


glory practically came to an end. 


Studies in Pratyaksa and Anumana—The above contror- 
versy was confined to the first two parts of Gañgeśa’s work: 
and in consequence, studies on. the earlier classics of Udayanaj. 
Srivallabha and Vardhamana considerably declined from this: 
period. An intensive and extraordinary switch on Gahgeda: 
henceforth assumed proportions which have no parallel in: 
the literary history of the world. By Nature's laws the highest. 
pitch, reached specially in Bengal on portions of the Anumdnd: 
part alone, marked after а certain period of lull a sharp. 
decline that swept out the very foundations of Navyanyaya: 


including the solid work of Jayadeva. 


Jayadera’s family still survives in Mithila. He belonged! 
{о опе of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named 
Sodarapura of Sandilya gotra, Varühanitha, 10th ( or 11th } 
їп descent from thé first ancestor Halayudha, settled in the 
village Bhauala, after which this branch of the family came to” 
be known, . He was Jayadeva's: grandfather, According ` ta: 
tradition Jayadeva lived in the village named Yamasama. He: 
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had a son named Mahamahopadhyaya Madhava, There is 
evidence that this worthy son of Jayadeva wrote in defence of 
his father against the arguments of Narahari. The following 
-passage in the Manijika of Jayadeva’s nephew Vasudeva refers 
to the long-lost work of Jayadeva’s son. In the section on 
"Kevalinvayi (B. I. edi, p. 566) Jayadeva’s views ( fol. 93a) 
“are refuted by Narahari ( fol. 83b ) Vasudeva begins his long 
note here thus : —( fol, 58а) 99 «T db seam 
а аптитатятткчетчы | я Wem akar ап ank 
An these are Narahari’s words in а nut-shell) st, ax Рача 
тайкззтелтапчн тап, Safa tata Ka чё Ra 
E EE NE SE E 
Asi fqaqaraqqhqfiq=qa) saxi: | ag facet | 


This proves that Madhava, son of Pakgadhara, was senior 
to Vasudeva. This is exactly corroborated in the family records. 
Сайди of the Mandara family had five daughters, Madhava 
(son of'Pakhü' ) married the third daughter named Gauri, 
while Vasudeva married the daughter of the second daughter 
Jayamati’, 


Date of Jayadeva : It can now be confidently asserted that 
all evidences, internal and external, point to the latter half of 
the 15th century A, D. as Jayadeva’s period of activity and the 
Aloka was written sometime between 1465-75 a. р. Those who 
speculated on his date and identity without examining his work 
and without consulting a single person of Mithila, where 
Pakhii’s name is а house-hold word, naturally made astounding 
statements, Keith,'for instance, took Jayadeva to be ‘no doubt’ 
identical with the author of the Prasannaraghava against a 
volume of evidence to the contrary (J. O., II, p.560). It 

1. Vide Prof. R. Jha's illuminating paper on Kaviraja Bhanudatta in 
the Patna University Journal, p. 12 of offprint containing the genealogi- 
«al table. 


- 
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need hardly be stated that Jayadeva, son of Mahadeva of the 
Kaundinya gotra and with a title Piyüsavarsa is quite a differ- 
“ent person, who flourished two centuries before the Alokakara. 
Moreover, the gotra Kaundinya is of a very inferior rank among 
Maithila Brihmamas. Similarly the long-drawn controversy 
about the date ofa copy of the Pratvaksdloka ( L. 1976 )]— 
whether it was 159 L. S, or 1509 Saka—is quite meaningless. 
There should not have been any question but that it is 1509 
aka, Jayadeva must have survived till about 1500 4. p. when 
he gave lessons to the illustrious Bhagiratha, one of his last 
pupils, On the other hand he was а generation later than 
Файкага Migra who belonged to the same family and was his 
uncle ( беч ) in relation, 


Jayadeva’s style: The formidable and intricate style of 
Navyanyaya works, which first took shape from the pen of 
ahgela and some of his predecessors, further developed in 
the hands of Jayadeva, whose manner of arguing a point be- 
‘came the delight of all serious and hard scholars. Methodology 
now became the highway of almost all these scholars, who 
cared very little, as time went on, for the original doctrines and 
their sources. Gañgeša, Jayadeva or Siromani, with whom this 
intricate style culminated by joining hands with a formidable 
‘conciseness, rarely name their sources and their works are 
almost completely wanting in historical materials. The only 
specific names we could trace in the Aloka ате Vatseévara, 
author of the (Mimañsa-) Maharnava, Makaranda (a lost com- 
mentary on the Kusumattjali ) and the Darpana in the Pratyaksa 
part and Bhaskara and a very rare name Pramanaparayana 
( fol, 131b ) in the Anumana part. 

Jayadeva's pupils: There was perhaps no scholar in 
“Mithila and Bengal who could claim so many and such a galaxy 
‘of distinguished pupils as Jayadeva had in his seminary He 
gave lessons to Narahari, the son of his professor, to Madhava,, 
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his own-son; tó his nephew Vasudeva, to Sucikara Upadhyaya. 
(according іо tradition ), to the famous scholiast Rucidatta 
(owho’gives him the highest literary title known in India ‘Jagad- 
guru’) and last of all to the great prodigy Bhagiratha. We. 
should state here that according to the latest evidence neither 
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma nor his pupil Siromani of Bengal ever 
came to Mithila for studies (vide Vahge Navyanydyacarca, 
pp. 36-37 & 40). Siromani’s pupilage under Jayadeva is there 
fore a myth. 


Jayadeva’s popularity in Bengal: We hearda curious 
tradition in Mithila, though not widely current there, that Jaya- 
devaleft Mithila in his old age and took shelter in Bengal ; 
"This tradition is without foundation, but it is substantially cor- 
rectin a cultural sense. Jayadeva’s school emerged out of his 
great conflict with Yajñapati, whose adherents were ultimately 
routed at the hands of Jayadeva’s followers. No author, except 
perhaps $iromani, could claim like Jayadeva a band of scholars 
forming in bis very life-time a separate school on the basis of 
his work, which they adorned with regular commentaries. One 
of his earliest commentators was JaleSvara Vahinipati, a son of 
Jayadeva’s contemporary Vasudeva Sarvabhauma ; he wrote a 
Sabdalokodyota ( Vahge Navyanyayacarca, р. 43) probably in 
the lifetime of the Alokakara, His preference for the Alokg. 
over. his own father’s commentary the Parihsa ( ib., рр. 37-41), 
із ап eloquent tribute to the spectacular success of Jayadeva, 
This popularity of Jayadeva among Bengali scholars is a fact of 
supreme: importance. It is now completely forgotten that all 
the scholars of Navadvipa who commented on Siromani almost. 
invariably commented on Jayadevd also. This continued for 
about two centuries and what is а marvellous fact, the Aloka 
survived as a text-book at Navadvipa for over a century after it 
practically disappeared.in Mithila itself. For, in the 17th’ ceñ- 
tury Gadadhara Bbattacarya ( 1604-1709 4, р.) the last great 
scholiast ` of “Bengal commented -on all the::thtee parts of the: 
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Aloka (ib. рр. 178-19 ): At Varanasi the Bengali scholars 
Rudra Nyayayacaspati, Raghudeva Nyayalahkara and Jayarama 
Муйуарабсӣпапа of the same century commented on the Aloka, 
We have already. stated that Padmanabha of Bengal origin 


commented on the Aloka, but not on Siromani. We refrain 


from mentioning all the earlier names’ from ( Siromani’s fellow- 
inate ) Haridasa Nyayalahkara onwards, full accounts of whom 
are given in our Bengali work. 
a 
In South India only the renowned scholar Annam Bhatta 
is known to have witten a commentary named Siddafjana 
von the Aloka ( R. 1536-37). А more recent and Jess-known 
scholar named Agnihotra Bhatta wrote a Sphürti on the Aloka, 
‘of which parts of the Pratyaksa and Anumina sections exist 
jn manuscripts at Tanjore (Nos. 6095-97). It is however 
а curious fact that Jayadeva’s pupil Rucidatta became more 
popular in South India. His CintamaniprakaSa much more 
than the Aloka succeeded in founding a sort of a sub-school 
of Navyanyaya and many distinguished scholars wrote sub- 
‘commentaries on it. £ 


Jayadeva is described by his pupil Bhagiratha as a 
“Pandita-kavi? ie. he was both a. scholar and a poet like his 
namesake who wrote the Candraloka and the Prasannaraghava 
and with whom he is mostly confused. Whether any poem can 
be ascribed to him should be a matter of investigation. His 
poetic talents are also expressed in the following obituary verse 
‘about him which was discovered by us on the cover of the Ms. 
-of Pragalbha's Upamanasañgraha preserved in the Asiatic 
‘Society ( No. 1752 dated 1643 V. S. ). It is a magnificent pane- 
gyric of the great scholar evidently from the pen of his direct. 
pupils : 


aee iM graha чет атат аа | 
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`Y aš wey ada я ФМ чөп: 


TvAxTorADEYAYA : The extraordinary emi- 
nance of Jayadeva alias Paksadbara put to shade all the 
previous scholiasts of Gañgefa, whose commentaries became 
extinct in no time. In our attempt to rescue the names of 
some of these long forgotten scholars we came accross the 
extremely peculiar name of Tvantopādhyāya which was 
completely lost, Some years ago we thoroughly examined the 
Ms. copy of the Anumanakhanda of a commentary named 
Paksadharoddhara ( B. О. R. I. Ms, No. 735 of 1887-91: vide 
fol.39b for the actual name of the commentary). In this 
commentary Padmanabha wrote learned discourses on favourite 
topics of Navyany&ya and one of them isa long note on the 
(Vyapti—) Siddhantalakgana (fol. 22a-26a ). Towards the 
end (fol. 25b) we come across the following passage :— 
an waria amiranti атаа qfar qa- 
wala maamin an ia Tai 
{чеп framed: | (The very unusual name found in the 
manuscript here looks like ‘Tkanta’, altogether a doubtful 
reading), Our suspicion, that the name of one of the earliest 
commentators ofthe Tattvacintamani has been preserved in 
this passage, turned into a conviction in a most unexpected. 
manner. Sometimes ago we went to Triveni ( in the Hooghly 
district of Bengal) to examine what remained of the library 
of Jagannatha Tarakapaficanana ( 1694-1807 4, n. ) the greatest 
scholar of his age in Bengal. A bundle of stray leaves was all 
that we could lay our hands upon, from which we recovered a 
very old copy in corypha leaves of Aniruddha’s Pitrdayitd. 
А stray palm-leaf, torn at both ends was found in this copy 
containing a most interesting book list, We reproduce the 
whole of it below as a piece of direct evidence on the courses of 
advanced studies in Bengal in the middle of the 16th century, 
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It is dated ‘Sam 430, 23 Sravana’ evidently referring to the 
Laksmana era which was adopted by the Nadia scholars from: 
Mithila, The date falls in the 5th decade of the 16th century 
мл, The superscript reads ‘Talika-pustaka-bandha(ka) Nadia? 
(бе, a list of books bartered at Nadia, the popular name of 
the city of Navadvipa ) : 


{Column 1) Kavyaprakafa, Pürvakhandana, Anumana-Mira,. 
Pratyaksa-Kantako(ddha)ra, Bauddhadhikara ( 5 ). (Column 2) 
Sabdakhanda, Tattvaloka, Pratyakşa-Miśra, Vyavaha(ra)cinta- 
mani, Bauddhadhikara-Šañkaramiára (5). (Column 3) Lila- 
vatyupaya (i. е. Lildvatiprakata of Vardhamana ). Tat-Jalada 
(і. е. comm, on-do-(the above) by Bhagiratha whose sur- 
name was ‘Megha’, and ‘Jalada’ is again a synonym of^ 
Megha ), Kusumatijalyupaya, Guna ( i. e. the portion of Udaya- 
na’s Kirandvali on Guna, Syadahahalpa (5). (Column 4) Dravyo- 
paya (i.e. Vardbamina’s comm. on the Dravya part of 
Kirandvall), Kusumattjali-]alada, Sabda-Tvanta, Guna-Jalada (4). 
(Column 5, torn) Gunopa(ya), Sabda-Gopi(natha), Acara(darSa), 
Manu, Dra(vya?) (5). 


The list is a good evidence that the Bengali scholars at 
that time assiduously studied all up-to-date Maithila works, 
specially on Navyany&ya. The mention of Pratyaksakantakod~ 
dhara by Madhusüdana Thakkurais important as indicating 
thelater limit inthe date ofits composition. The mention. 
of ‘Sabda-Tvanta’ (the reading is quite clear and beyond any: 
doubt ) is certainly the most valuable feature of the list. It 
proves that the long-forgotten Maithila scholar Tvanta wrote- 
a commentary on the Tattvacintamani, of which the last part. 
(Sabda-khanda ) was procured for the private library of Nadia. 
Padmanabha’s reference is to the second part of the samé 
commentary. That he commented also on the first part of 
Сайвеа% work is proved by the following quotation traced 
by us in a unique copy of the Pratyaksalokaprasarani by 
Krynadasa Sarvabhauma, one ofthe earliest scholars of Nadia. 
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“who lived in the second quarter of the 16th century 4. De 
(vide Krgnadasa’s full account in our Bengali work Vahge 
Navyanyayacarcd, pp. 114-23 ). 


oa eo ag фит яча чт fara- 

eman ап | ena AR aaa (9). 

granat |. 819. сапча sade AE нї 
(ajat аттаған af emesenferedq arata, Ka 
mmn: | (fol. 7a of a dilapidated Ms. in our possission: begin- 
ning of Mafgalavada, B. I. ed., p. 9). At the present state of ` 
‘our knowledge this Tvantopadhyaya happens to be the earliest 
known commentator on Gaigeéa’s Tattvacintamani, for he pre- 
ceded both Jayadeva Міга ( Paksadhara ) and Sahkara Misra 
ав we shall presently see. 


Tvantopádhyaya's commentary on the Kusumafijali named 
Makaranda, The Karikàs of Kusumañtjali were commented upon, 
among others, by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma and this ‘Rama- 
bhadri? was extensively studied in the Nyaya seminaries of 
Bengal till the last century. This Ramabhadra was a son of 
the famous Janakinatha Bhattacarya Cūdāmaņi, author of the 
Nyayasiddhantamanjari. He mentioned his father's name in 
most of his works, e. g., (1) in the beginning of the Nyaya- 


rahasya, затта чата ача qi TET. This commentary 
«n the Nyáyasütras goes to the end of Chapter IV only, where 
the colophon runs~afa яєтадчтеата: j- 


ятїйн-ти НЙН rure agiis: ( fol. 120b of Nyaya- 
"Vaitegika manuscript. No. 9 of the Sarasvati-Bhavana, Benares. 
"The commentary on chapter V proves on examination to be a 
separate work named Anviksikitattavvivarana by Ramabhadra’s 
father Bhattácürya-Cüdámani himself ( Vide Sahitya-Parisat- 
Patrika, Vol. 51, pp. 69-70). (2) In the beginning of the 
Gunarahasya — 
чатийепбрвта? TRH | 
Ф ы " 


( v. 2, Ms. in our possession } 
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(3) In the beginning of a small work оп Smrti named Samaya- 
rahasya — É 


garan fread апбёжчртийи se | 
Беа ншнде! этиий dahi i 
(Ms. in our possession ) 
(45 ) In a well known verse in the beginning of Ramabhadra” 
Padarthatattvatika(Benares Ed. p. 81) ‘and Naftvadatika 
К.А.5.В. Ms. No. III. О, 148, a unique copy dated 1957 ака): 
mer ааай ыт, ET fa] sure | 
sengga feat апа, cirea faf очрат Ë 
All doubts about the identity of Ramabhadra and his father“ 
should now be finally dissolved ( cf. LH.Q., XX, рр. 190-92 )- 
The strange introductory verses found in the beginning of 
Ramabhadra’s Kusumarijalikarikavyakhya in all available Ms. 
copies—and we have examined scotes of them—which created 
a baffling problem before two generations of scholars, must 
now be regarded as the composition of some scholar other than 
Ramabhadra. The first verse of benediction (sme: RAYAT): 
has been traced in the Amoda, a commentary on the whole of 
Kusumajali (and not on the Kārikās alone) by the famous. 
Sabkara Migra of Mithila, whose parents are again unmistake-- 
ably invoked in the second verse :— 
aaia (әлі SumTeqe 1 
чечив xmeb ойдча gem 
Sañkara has referred to his father Bhavanatha’s instructions in. 
many of his works, e. gẹ Vadivinoda, Lilavatikanthabharana 
and Upashara. Tt was MM. Dr. Gopinatha Kaviraja who first 
discovered a superscript in a Ms, copy of the ‘Ramabhadri’ (fol. 
ба, gari еони ЧЕ: š ) which clearly stated that 
the fist 4 or 5 leaves of the book were of Sabkara Miára's com-- 
position and the rest Sarvabhauma’s, ( Kusumattjalibodháni,. 
* 8. B. Text, Introd, рр, П-Ш. £n.) The 'Ramabhadr?, has- 
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been published in the “Afutosa Sanskrit Series? of the Calcutta 
University (edited by Prof. N. C. Vedantatirtha ). There is 
indelible evidence in the commentary itself that it is a medley 
of two different compositions. The fourth kārikā ( “sapeksa- 
tvat......”) is introduced twice in two different places, once on 
р. 11 (falling under Saükara Miéra's portion of the commen- 
tary ) thus :-—aa пайда, < fe aana sen sum quen 
дой aa єзї... дана эп —nigarftfr | It should be noticed 
that the prose line immediately preceding the kārikā is explain- 
ed in this portion. On pp. 13-14 again we read, ят ataker 
эт, SRI saraq Word mam... aT aga 
"RPGUEWHÜWWR...! Here the explanation of the prose line is 
omitted and. the rest of the earlier gloss is presented in a more 
elaborate and improved language. We should mention that 
thistwice repeated explanation is found in all the Ms. copies 
“we have examined including the two in our own possession. That 
"the earlier part was from the pen of Saikara Migra is directly 
stated in three more manuscripts we have examined. We are 
in possession of a very old copy where it is written distinctly 
in the margin of the front page, ‘Saitkaramigrasya Kusumañjali- 
"wyakhyZ' and on fol. 5a after {РТТ the portion sra smr 
akh is cancelled by smearing yellow pigment upon 
which it is written clearly өен iaeaea заат Я 
aren | wq mds) In the ancestral library of the late 
Pandita Daksinicarana Smrtitirtha of Calcutta we found an- 
other copy where it is written ( fol. ба ) тй ses giae 
“riki aa: arity! Yet another copy was examined by us in 
а village Satgeche in the Burdwan district among the remnants 
-of a magnificent library which belonged to (Каша) Dulila 
Tarkavágia ( 1731-1815 4. р,) one of the greatest Naiyayikas 
-of Bengal, whose 'Patrikas' on Navyanyaya became popular at 
‘one time throughout India, On fol. 5a it is written, qmiwer- 
rf ачаб erem wat abian | This earlier portion, 
‘however, is not identical with the extant Amoda commentary of 
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‘Saikara, Why this is so and what became of the first part of 
Rümabhadra's own commentary are not known and are likely to 
remain an unsolved mystery. 
The third verse in the beginning of байкага Miéra's part 

of the Ramabhadri is as follows :— 

эжеў SEE] ат aren чї | 

Ra gateng: || 
‘Of the three earlier commentaries оп the Kusumafjali men- 
tioned in this important verse the Praka$a by Vardhamêna is 
long available in print, The ‘Parimala’ is by Divakaropadhyaya 
and a direct commentary on the text. 


Who was the author of the Makaranda, mentioned in this 
list by Sankara Мібга ? Not certainly Rucidatta, the author 
of the sub-commentary PrakaSamakaranda, who as a direct 
pupil of Jayadeva Misra ( Paksadhara ) was at least one genera- 
tion later than Sañkara Mira, In fact this Makaranda isan 
earlier commentary directly on the Kusuma?tjali and we have 
traced a citation from it in the Pratyaksaloka of Jayadeva 
(towards the end of ‘Pramanyavada’ ) :— sawa HRR TTT 
адб я qfi sarea) (fol. 28а of a very old copy 
with us), Jayadeva was not certainly referring here approvingly 
by name to any work of his own pupil Rucidatta. In fact a 
‘comparison with the corresponding passage in Rucidatta (St. II, 
р. 7) proves that the view cited by Jayadeva does not belong 
to Rucidatta, So the Makaranda happens to bea long-lost 
«commentary on the Kusumafjali. Fortunately about two years 
ago we succeded in getting hold of the above mentioned copy 
“of the ‘Ramabhadri’ in the collection of Dulala Tarkavagisa, 
where an inquisitive copyist wrote down the following invalua- 
‘ble marginal notes-upon the third verse cited above : 

(1) Makarande—“TvasropRpBYAya—krta-f8stre” 


(2) Prakate-—" Vardhamünop&dhy&ya-kr(ta- ? gra-)nthe"" 
(3) Parimale—Granthavisese”. 
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Date of Tvantopadhyaya : Šañkara Mitra in the above list 
of previous commentators has omitted other famous names, 
notably the Bodhani of Varadaraja, who was a Kasmirian. It 
may be presumed that he preferred to confine himself to Mai- 
йа works only, As Vardhamana came after Divakara, we are 
of opinion that Sahkara drew up the above list in an ascending 
order of chronology. In other words, Tvantopadhyaya came 
after Vardhamina, though all three preceded Sabkara's father 
Bhavanatha as the words of Sabkara seem to imply. Now Sait 
Кага? father and teacher Bhavanitha lived about 1400 4. р, and 
the date of composition of the two works of Tvantopadhyaya— 
Manitika and Makaranda—may be placed within 1375-1400 a.D. 
We can hail the latter’s name, therefore, as the earliest com- 
mentator of Gaigega so far discovered. We should state here: 
that Krgnadisa Sarvabhauma’s quotation from Tvantopadhyaya, 


reproduced above, is followed by two other quotations from. 


unnamed scholiasts, who evidently came after Tvantopadhyaya,. 


$aNxKana MIRA : isa name to conjure with in 
Mithila. He was a poet (in Panditavijaya and Rasárnava ), 
a dramatist (in Gauri-Digambara-Prahasana ), a Smrti writer 
and above all a foremost Nyaya-Vaigesika scholar. He belonged 
toa most distinguished Srotriya family of Mithila and main 
tained two large seminaries in his celebrated homestead which 
is a place of pilgrimage in Mithila. We shall confine ourselves. 
in this account to his philosophical works only. The late 
М. M. Dr. Gahginatha Jha published in 1915 an edition of 
his Vadivinoda with an introduction containing а most interest 
ing account of the great scholar of extra-ordinary talents. He 
confronted the reigning monarch (probably the famous. 
Sivasithha ) when barely five years old with the extempore 
verse, still recited by Maithila students in wonder and. 
worship — 
aA say! я X атат чач 1 
ea а ae aay тед 
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this royal visit fetched him money which by promise went to 
the drummer woman, whose drum sounded by itself atthe 
Hime of Šañkara's birth! She dug a tank with the money, 
which still goes by her name in the vicinity of Sahkara's house. 
There is a copy of the Harivam$a preserved in his house which 
was writen by his students in one night. A copy of the Gitafika 
from his house ends :— 


sup ччатате ачат а гип: | 
ange ANARTEAN 1 


“These are some of the wonderful relics still bearing testimony 
to the halo that strode over Mithila 500 years ago. 


Nyaya-Vaifesika works of Sahkara : In the first flash of 
his great genius Šaħkara tackled all the hard classics of Navya- 
nyáya without exception and wrote commentaries on each of 
them. His earliest work in this line seems to be (1) the 
“Manimayakha radiating on the work of Сайдеба. It has been 
mentioned by him in most of his works, e.g. in the Vadivinoda 
(p.59), Kanadarahasya (p. 103), Lilavatikaythabharana 
р. 73), Upaskara (pp. 154, 161, 189, 34, 351 & 405) 
and the Atmatattvavivekakalpalata (B. L. ed., p. 534). He 
‘seems to have regarded it himself as one of his best contri- 
butions. But the fact remains that in the heyday of Navya- 
yaya studies over the work of Сайдеда under Yajfiapati and 
his disciple Jayadeva, the Mayukha of Šañkara practically lost all 
its lustre, As far as we are aware none of the eminent 
INvyany&ya authorities of Mithila and Bengal, from Yajfiapati 
-downwards, ever'took any notice of the Manitika of Sankara, 
‘whose name is quite unknown in the main group of Navya- 
“nyaya led by Gaiigeda, Why it is so is really a great, mistery. 
Uptill now only one single copy of the last part of Sahkara's 
Mayükha has been discovered, proving that its circulation was 
wery much limited. This unique copy is now pteserved in 
Jammu, Kasmira beyond the reach of scholars, It is complete in 
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55 folios only (Stein's Jammu Cat, p. M4, Ms. No. 1537). 

Fortunately Stein realising the great importance of the copy 

has given extracts;from the beginning and end (р. 332). 

We reproduce them below. 

Begins: arargenftraaraant ята, pet Fresa | 
ifin ача waranqa: u 

Ends: Pra agranda sagi «Ртб (1 fre) | 
aena aaan sma Fue 
Ramae misa 


атаач точе geet: | 
ai 8 af fret wema wm NA 
ferarafanararaq: erm: 11 


"There are certain revealing features even in the small extracts. 


In the post-colophon statement the titles (M. M. and Sanmiéra): 


are attached to Bhavanātha alone, who was evidently still 
alive, and none to Saükara, confirming our suggestion that 


this was his first work. In the opening verse Sahkara betrays. 


his predilection for a book named Maharpava ; it was 
‘Mimahsamaharnava by VateSvara belonging to the school of 
Prabhakara, This Prabhakara influence upon him might be 
one of the reasons for his unpopularity in the Gañgeša group, 
though, pathetically, he claimed the Mani as his own. In the 
first verse at the end Sahkara absolves himself curiously from 
both merits and demetits of his work, which attach only to 
his father and not to him ; his task was only to write down 
what his father said ! This sentiment is expressed by Ѕабкага 
in most of his subsequent works ( vide Lilavatikanthabharana, 
the lacuna in the last verse should be filled up accordingly and 
Atmatattvavivekakalpalata at the end). 


ES EOE KA NR ag 
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(2) Trisūtrinibandhavyākhyā : a commentary directly on 
the first portion of Udayana’s Parifuddhi which was popularly 
known as Mibandha, A single copy of this extremely rare 
book of Sahkara was discovered by Н. P. Sastri at Dinajpur 
(Notices, Ш, No. 136 )., It was complete in 123 folios written. 
in the Bengali script. Sankara admits at the commencement 
that he endeavours only to construe the text, which was ador- 
ned already with three illuminating commentaries viz. Prakasa 
(of Vardhaména ), Darpana ( of Vatefvara) and Uddyota ( of 
Divakara ). The book is practically lost. Šañkara has not refer- 
red to it in any of his works. 


( 3) Kiranavaliniruktiprakasa : this also seems from the 
name itself to be an analysis of the great treatise of Udayana. 
It is referred to only once in the Kanadarahasya (р. 177). It 
also remains yet to be discovered. 


__(4) Bhedaprakata : published fortunately in the Saras- 
vati-Bhavana Texts (under the name of Bhedaratna 1933, pp. 73 
from a Ms. dated 1579 V, S. ). It is a bold refutation of Vedan- 
tic Monism from the standpoint of the stout dualism of the 
Nyaya, In striking contrast with Vacaspati’s Khandanoddhara, 
which lost itself so to speak on dialectic skill without grappling 
with the fundamental doctrines, Safkara struck at the very 
root of the controversy with an array of both Vedic texts and 
arguments. It was for this reason selected as the target in pre- 
ference to Vacaspati’s work by Madhustidana Sarasvati, who as 
the leader of the Sabkarite saints of Varanasi, wrote a full refu- 
tation in the Advaitaratnaraksanam in a violent and most un- 

2 saintly language. There is an imaginary conversation towards 
the end of the latter book where $айКага is addressed as an 
aged bull ( йч): And Sankara’s mild protest also is recor- 
ded: The Bhedaprakata was one of Safkara’s earliest works. 
It is mentioned already in the Vadivinoda (p.44 ). Най 
( Index, p.85 ) examined a copy at Varanasi and the very same 
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copy is now preserved at Jammu (Stein's Jammu Cat., 1894, 
рр. 327-28); The date of transcript is 1519 V.S, Caitra- 
Pürnims, Tuesday ( corresponding correctly to March. 16, 
1462 а.о.) and it was copied at Кай, in the lifetime of Saükara. 


(5) Khandanafika : This was completely published from 
Varanasi as early as 1888 a. р. (edited by Bhagavatacarya, 
pp. 732 ) and made байката? name well-known throughout the 
lexned world. It was written after the BhedaprakaSa which is 
twice cited (pp. 61 &124: famafarenagart FRÀ ) and 
Теше the Vbinoda probably. Like most of his works Sah- 
kara wrote this after taking ‘illuminating? lessons from his 
father, who again was indebted to his elder brother Jivanātha 
(пой Jayanātha ). The concluding verse as printed should be 


emended slightly thus : 
залатар ччтад SAAT, 98: 1 
ачат ачат ui «тінен ll ( р. 732) 


“There is an interesting colophon at the end ofthe section on 
 Anupalabdhi (р. 415 ) :— 


nambahana Tam spen mpi d 
Tt is a magnificent expression of his own talents coupled with а 
‘sense of rare filial obligation, Sahkera evidently regarded this 
commentary as one of his masterpieces and the learned world 
seems to have endorsed it by, accepting it as Sahkara's best 
work, In the very life time of Sankara a superior scholar Pra- 
galbhacárya, who it should be noted, was not a Maithila, regar- 
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ded it as an authoritative work, upon which his own commen- 
tary on the Khandana was based. For, Pragalbha clearly states 
at the beginning of his commentary, Khandanadarpana ача 
derat, faten ч (verse 4: Khandana with 5 com- 
mentaries, Chowkh. ed., p. 4 ) Sahkara appears in a dual role 
jn this undertaking. In the first place he attempted to explain 
the views of Šriharsa faithfully from the standpoint ofthe 
Vedanta, butin many places ( vide pp. 93-124 ) he attempted. 
equally to meet the arguments of riharsa from the standpoint 
of dualism. Everywhere, however, he marvellously concluded 
with а compromise on behalf of Sriharsa and the phrases he 
used are quite amusing. Such are :— 


anfi “smara айтпай зп?” aia TA ( p. 95). 
жай “emsa mandan” Їн ata: | (р. 98 ). 

eft “aaa fa ager" gera aeria, ( p. 103). 
quf “eames? aera” | ( p. 109). 


ahkara’s comments must have raised protests from 
staunch followers of the Vedanta. One of them was Raghu- 
natha ( Vidyalahkara ) author of the Bhasamani, the longest 
commentary on the Khandana. We have cited elsewhere 
Sarvabhauma’s retort аз recorded by Raghunatha, who was his 
grand-pupil. The passage of Saikara exactly occurs in the 
Khandanajika (p.95). Та one place Šañkara answers Sriharya 
їп a masterly way by twisting a verse of the latter :— 


garama qaga TTT- 

» fifserargaatQ: mieni sita 1 ( p. 98 ). 
Raghunztha's eriticism here, quoted in the footnote, ends with 
a most interesting remark, throwing а sidelight on Sakara's 
popularity among his contemporaries asa poet rather than a 
scholar. Š 


atau ач cafe ra wah RERET | 


140 History of Navya-Ny&ya in Mithila 


There is a very old copy of Saikara’s Khandanafika, 
preserved in the SarasvatiBhavana, Vuranasi ( Ms. No. 134 
of the Dhundhirija collection). The postcolophon runs: 


gang четы age TI 
Thé usage gifted aa чїй: 
этеп днн x xx «еа | 
її яя Боч west бет еня 
rika saras ааба daga: жей 11 
Haa RE ний sur af gest gaat saq aren әдәд 
agaran The date works out to be August 1473 (not 1472) 
A.D, when Saükara Міга was alieve, as the [scribe clearly 
indicates. 


(6) Kanadarahasya: А very useful Vaifesika manual 
of moderate length fortunately published at Varanasi (Chowkh., 
1917, pp. 177). Šañkara gives here а complete survey of all 
Vaidesika doctrines after the manner of Prasastapida and 
though he has not indicated his sources, it is clear that he 
wrote after consulting all up-to-date works on the subject. 
The fling at the ‘Gaudas’ ( p. 48 ) for their incorrect pronun- 
ciation of the three sibilants is exactly borrowed, for instance 
from the Lilavatl (р. 445). Аз we have stated before (p. 10), 
Sankara wrongly ascribed three views of the Vyomduati to the 
Kandali ( pp. 81, 82 & 87 ), each of them refuted by Udayana. 
Sahkara has punctuated the manual with many Karikas drawn 
from various sources ( pp. 7, 23, 25, 26, 47, 88, 93, 98, 100, 
109,123, 152 & 163 ). He betrays the influence of his age by 
waxing eloquent whenever a Сайвеба brand topic crops up 
(eg. Vyaptivada and Upadhivada on pp. 93-100). Like an 
Orthodox Vaigesika Sabkara divided the book into six sections 
without adding one on Negation. 


(7) Vadivinoda : a remarkable manual exclusively 
dealing with rules of debate and specially how to defeat a 
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proud opponent. It was edited by M. M. Dr. Gafganatha 
Jha (Allahabad, 1915, pp. 4473). It is divided into 5 
Ullasas under the scheme set forth in verse : 

жата: яя: этет, начае: | 

FATA: GE ЧО тата! 
The bulk of the book is taken up by the first chapter (рр, 1-44) 
on the rules of debate and the third ( pp. 47-71) on the exact 
connotation of a problem containing a brilliant survey of all 
philosophical topics. Unlike the other works of байКага this 
book refers to many early authors and works, some of which 
are important. An alphabetical list is appended here, 


Anumanamayikha (p. 59), Acarya (17), Candra (53), 
Cintamani (17), Jivanatha Misra (61), Nyayalocana (57), 
Bhedaprakasa (44), Manikantha Migra ( 17, 35-36 ), Ratnakosa 
(2,17), Mahamava (53), Murari Migra (53), Lilavati (41), 
Vallabhacarya (41), байКага (41), and Sānātani (2), The Vadi- 
vinoda is mentioned in the Kanadarahasya (103 & 177) and 
the Upaskara ( p. 397). 


(8) Vaikesikasntropaskara : The original Vaifegikasütras 
of Kanada, like the Sankhyasatras of Kapila, were neglected by 
scholars ever since Pragastapida composed the excellent 
manual named Padarihapravefa which ousted all previous 
works of the school and came to be regarded as the Bhasya, 
which it was strictly not. The paucity of literature upon the 
Sütras as against that upon the so-called Bhasya-of Prafasta- 
pada is well-known and by a stroke of genius Sañkara Mira 
immortalised himself by writing this running commentary 
upon’ the Sütras. Saükara was quite conscious of the ad- 
venturous nature of his task, which he likened to sporting in 
the sky, but his ambition was more than fulfilled when we 
find that the Upaskdra became the standard work on the 
subject throughout India, байкага had written thus at the 
commencement of the book :— 
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gama fumum sf rega: | 
Damaran eed fugiet d (verse 3) 


The only previous work Sañkara had before him was а: 
certain Vrtti, which he had frequently cited ( B. L. ей. 1861, 
pp. 6, 51, 55, 58, 161, 200, 260, 264, 283, 411, 414 & 419 k 
It was an early work, as indicated by байката and is now ' 
completely lost. But Saikara admits in the second verse of 
the introduction that he was indebted to two persons for his. 
knowledge on the Tantra viz. the ancient sage Капада and the 
recent scholar Bhavanátba, his own father. Probably he bad 
only fragments of the Vriti before him. Naturally байката 
had adorned his commentary with brilliant summaries of 
Navyany&ya topics, whenever he found an opportunity, For 
instance, the Mañgalvāda (pp. 3-6), the Muktivada (pp. 10-18) 
the Vyiptivida (pp. 14955), Pakinumana (pp. 28592), 
Dvitvaprakaraņa (рр. 318-24) and references to his own 
Manifika betray his predilection. Nevertheless the Upaskara 
is the only work now available on the Sütras of Kanada, which 
were shaped into a regular text-book, though how far they 
represent the original work of Kanada remains a matter of 
investigation and speculation. 


(9) Lilavatikanthabharana : A complete commentary 
on the work of Srivallabha. It explains the original text and 
isnot a sub-commentary of Vardhamána's Prakasa. Tt was 
written after the Vadivinoda and the Kanddarahasya ( both 
mentioned on p. 777. The references to Bhasarvajriácarya. 
(wrongly printed in the Chowkh, ей, p. 771) and. the Kandali- 
kāra (p.842: vide Kandali p. 119) should be noted. As 
this work is now fortunately published along with Vardha- 
mina’s Prakafa ( Chowkh., ed., 1934, pp. 834) we invite the 
attention of scholars to a remarkable feature init. Sankara 
has nowhere mentioned the name of Vardhamana in this 
commentary. On the other hand in many places Vardhamana’s 
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"views have been cited anonymously (e.g. ЖФ p.13) and 
mostly criticised (stay p.2, mad pp. 10 & 76, Also 
pp. 4148, where Vardhamina had refuted the words ofa 
„previous commentator). Safkara apparently did not belong 
to the group of Vardhamana, who was looked upon somewhat 
in a spirit of rivalry. This feeling towards Vardhamana was 
undoubtedly acquired by Safkara from his father and senior 
uncle. For, he has stated at the end of his commentary that 
all his explanations had been derived from his father, who 
“again learnt them from his elder brother + 


meagre SUREIMTTRTTD 99: d 
ябчат чей ai ahaaa |l 


(p. 864: also Atmatattvavivekakalpalata, B. I. ed., р. 948) 


VAoasrATI M iénA П: One of ће greatest academic 
figures of Mithila and regarded as the foremost authority in. 
Майа Smrti. He wrote in his old age the Sraddhahalpa (i-es 
Pitrbhaktitarahgini ) when he was the crest jewel of all the 
assemblies of ( Maithila) scholars (according to the epithet 
ж=ичячисєеЙтЇ нп found in the colophon of the book : 
L.2001). In the following verse at the end of the book he 
recorded the total number of his previous works :— 


reat qm eat faan Ya dint 1 
Reds чий quee РӘ П 
"astra as distinguished from “smrti” means here the Nyaya 


Philosophy. For, Vacaspati himself states at the end of his 
Krtyapradipa ( Des. Cat. of Mithila Mss., Vol. I p. 67 )— 
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The smrti works of Vacaspati have engaged the labours of 
many distinguished scholars, notably M. Chalravarti ( J.A.S.B. 
1915, pp. 394-400) and Kane ( Hist. of Dharmasastra, I, рр. 
399-400). We shall only attempt to give a brief account of 
the Nyaya works of Vacaspati in this book and assign his pro- 
per place in the history of Navyany&ya in Mithila . 


` Vücaspati wrote what appears to be one of the best com- 
mentaries on the Nyyasütras of Gotama—( 1 ) the Nyaya-(or 
Naya-) Tattvaloka, better known as Tattvaloka. No complete 
copy of the book has yet been discovered. The largest frag 
ment is preserved in London ( I. О., I, pp. 610-11 )* which was 
examined by us thoroughly. The third introductory verse, 
cited by us before (р. 2), where the six earlier commentaries 
are respectfully mentioned, proves along with the author’s 
sense of diffidence exhibited in vv. 4-5 that it was one of the 
earliest works of Vacaspati, if not his very first work. 


frragawara тебет ara | 

aa fana fig mel) asang; аида 12 

апче ofrecer virt Gg ANA | 

dagean saa S я geet ast p (ic 
An alphabetical list of the" authorities cited in the book’ 
below. 

1. Eggeling’s descriptive note requires correction. The last folio with a 
blank reverse which is marked “182” in а decidedly later hand is really ‘164° 
which is missing in its proper place ; this real page mark is still visible 
behind the present correction. Fol. 165-181 contain the commentary on 
the whole of the first ‘ahnike’ of Chap. Ш (with its colophon in 176a) 
and of the whole of the first three ‘prakaranas? of the second ‘ahnika’, This 
portion has a new pagination ( fol. 1-17) along with the old one, The Ms. 
is in the Bengali script from three different hands ( 1- 20, 121-26, 127-81). 
Fol. 113 is missing; in its place there is a fol, marked 33, from the same 
band but belonging to quite a different book. Of the five colophons two 
(81а, 176a ) name the book ‘Nyayatattualoka’, two ( 134b, 164a ) ‘Nyaya” 
and one ( 92a ) simply ‘Tattvaloke’, 
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Acārya (і. е, Udayana ) 36a, 51b; 92b, 99b, 128b and 

129b. 

Uddyota 53a. 

Kandalikara 33a ( ор tamas ). 

Kirti ( i. e., Dharmakirti ) 42a & 109b. 

Khandanoddharakaradayah 84b : the reference isto the 
earlier work of Vardhamüna cited by Vacaspati in his own 
Khandanoddhara, p. 77. 

Candra 108b. 

Carvaka 41а & 166a. 

Cintšmanikrtah ЗЬ, 9a, 21b, 28b, 34a, 72a, 73a, 75b, 89а, 
137a & 158. 

Jayanta 48b. 

Jaimini 41а & 41b. 

"Tikškrtab 65b, 103a & 117a ( i. e., the earlier Vacaspati 
Мита). 

"Tarani Misra 88a, 112a & 130a. 

Tandibrahmana 121a. 

Dignàga 14a, 36b, 40b, 47ab, 70b, 723b & 74. All the 
passages are taken from the Tatparyatika of earlier Vacaspati. 

Nyayalocanakrtah 153a. 

Prajfiakara 42a. 

Prabhakaropadhyaya 70b : a later Ny&ya scholar, 

Prameyaprakasa (& Trtlyaprahata) 53a (of Vardhamāna)- 

Bhartghari 77b. 

Bhagavrtti 77b. 

Bhasya 11b, 14b & 94b. 

Bhaskara 12a, 21b, 53a & 67a. 

Madhyamaka 95а. 
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Murārimiśra 62b. 

VatseSvara 127b. 

Vasubandhu 40b, 70b, 73b & 76a (all taken from the 
Tatparyatika ). 

Vacaspati Mira (1) 62a. 

Vamanavrtti 77b. 

Varsyaganya 41а (also taken from the Tatparyatika ). 

Vaibbasikah 10b & 22b. 

Sabara 50b. 

Sivaditya Miéra 75a. 

Sánátani 82a. 

Sandalopadhyaya 63a. 

Sautrüntikàh 10аЬ & 22b. 


We have omitted inthe abovelist the numerous refer- 
ences to unspecified sources like Praficah, Navyah, Saugatib, 
Sankbyah, etc. The largest number of references belongs to 
Gaigeéa. In fact the Tattvaloka is one of the earliest attempts 
to explain the Nyayasütras under the new light of Gañgeša's 
epoch-making work, Whole chapters of the Cintamani bave 
‘been summarised by Vacaspati under different sütras, e$., 
Mafgalavada in the beginning, Muktivdda under L i. 22, 
Vidhivada under IL i, 63 etc. With the ever increasing 
‘popularity of the Cintdmani the study of the original Nydya- 
sütras declined, Itis a remarkable and interesting fact that 
the Tattvaloha is more than double the size ofthe Nydya- 
rahasya the next commentary on the Nyayasütras which was 
written by Ramabhadra Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa more than 
а century after Vacaspati—the corresponding portion of the 
;present fragment of the Tattvdloka ends on folio 88a of the 
Вагапаѕі Ms. of the Nyayarahasya of about the same size, 
About a century later again, Vi$vanatha Райсапапа wrote the 
"Wrtti, which is much smaller in size than the Nydyarahasya and 
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in the 18th century, the Vritti of Viévanatha again was sume 
marised by an unknown scholar! It should be noted that 
Vacaspati has not referred ќо апу of his own works in the 


Tattvaloka, 


The text of the Nyäyasütras as determined by himself 
was shown by Vacaspati in a seperate booklet named (2) 
Nyayasütroddhara. lt was written when he was adorning the 
court of a certain king of Mithila. The total number of 
Sütrasaccording to him is 531 as against 528 arrived at by 
the earlier Vacaspati in the Nyayasücinibandha, It appears that. 
the late Mahamahopadhyaya V.P. Dvivedi had access to a 
Ms, of this work copied in Caitra 1428. The socalled 
Gautamsütram printed along with the Nyayabhasya in рр. 28 
with the introductory verse, 

Aaaa {йїп 1 
fürez afioga ана яка 1 

js not an edition ofthe Nyayasatroddhara, аз is sometimes 
supposed, but only a text of the Nyayasutras prepared by the 
editor of the Bhdsya after cosulting various books including 
a copy of the Sütroddhara, 

The next work of Vacaspati—(3) the Nyayaratnaprakàsa. 
— seems to have escaped the notice of all scholars. Itisa 
commentary on the Nydyaratna of Manikantha Migra, a pre- 
Gahgefa Navyanyaya scholar of Mithila. : 

There is a complete copy of Vácaspati's commentary at 
Poona which we have thoroughly examined. The beginning 
and the end of this unique book are exactly reproduced 
below :—( B. O. R. I. Ms, No. 775 of 1884-87, foll. 71 ) 


Begins ma aaaea an aag: | 
TETA: AG #9 9 жони (бИ): NU 
(Aima AATE: 
smash Рета? mud 
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SAHARA TTT 
Бада Рис гету: mamang; 103 11 
чта ёеа й damba fra: | 
sR ФА Wen: gang st: NAN 
qasiq ewe vite: ақ 
crenata абатай: | 
asi чаб: РЧ трай 
ч carafe ачяатияай' Fang? ttt 
езт garai safari: «ачта 
tar dana ччачћіча: feat aaa | 
чао ачта бта ааа чта 
атат maa: «ач ичет ferre: NIN 
vente Reang йїп атча вчаітачеча | 
“ачпа еч эчяябгатбтятат аратеччтайгиап аб учет NG 
aen енти бте абаат атча" ia R: | 
асап arei A таин kafi (91 
gg чїй чат бетт sarqa чате aA- 
этпей Ani цеб «аб ята Rumraraqfiranfa- 
бє gem ate | я чб одате 
жещ! (folla) 

Ends :— брай дачі fagat graer | 
“anara! sai arakan ga: I 
абчтгатсчт баа: анара ятар! fira: 1 
ац saraq NEED qw qd: qari 11 

R Aarna- 

sAn Rena ae amai daa 08 
Aed s R Й suf mÑ R тїзї 
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Cia SATATA erae ar ч) viera sfüpesdter 
verereafa( Q? aha | (fol. 71) 


The date ofthe copy works out regularly tobe 1616 
V.S. when Kartika Badi 3 actually fellon a Friday, corres- 
ponding to Nov. 17, 1559 a.n. The commentary was written 
by Vacaspati at the request of Padmivati, queen of Maharaja- 
dhiraja Prataparudra ( son of Viryabhanu ), a 'Chauháni' prince 
of РайсајаЬҺаті, We are unable to trace the name of the 
king who must have flourished somewhere in the United 
Provinces in the second quarter ( 1425-50 к.) of the 15th 
century. А doubt will naturally arise whether this Vacaspati 
is identical with the famous scholar of Mithila. The following 
facts however substantially prove the identity. The last verse 
vat the end of the commentary embodying the author's diff 
-dence and humble approach towards scholars is exactly 
reproduced in the beginning of the Khandanoddara? The 
views expressed in the present commentary regarding ‘mahgala- 
-carana’ exactly tally with those found in the Tattvaloka*, More- 
over, a Navyanyaya work of Mithila is not likely to engage the 
Tabours of a non-Maithila or non-Bengali scholar in the 15th 
«century, 


The question now is what led Vacaspati to leave his 
native land and seek patronage ofa foreign prince. We con- 
_jecture that there was trouble at Mithila when Narasimha of 
the junior-most branch of the Raj family became chief after the 
death of Sivasimha and Padmasirnha of the senior branch some- 
time between 1425 and 1435 a.n. Не came back probably 
when BhairavasiÁha became the undisputed king of Mithila. 

1 Introd. verse 4, ( with the reading fic: for fra: ) 

The first leaf, which is torn, leaves lacuna in the first two verses which 
“are filled up from readings in a small fragment (foll. 20 only ) of this 
"very commentary preservod in the Oriental Institute, Baroda (Мв. 
No. 10287 ) : this fragment goes up to the fol. 11b of the Poona Ms. 

2. Fol, 2b, Ваа a + s=aqËq, a fç ЗЧ ЙУВ ач orit | 


150 History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila 


The Nyayaratnaprakafa, unlike other works of the great author,. 
is not discursive but concise. It practically contains no referen-- 
ces to works апі authors other than those found in the Nyaya- 
тата itself. Manikantha quotes from the Ratnakofa ; one of 
the passages is : d 

хаах. Vacaspati comments afhang and then 
(fol. 37b), exactly reproduces the argument of Gahgefa in 
refutation of this view. This finally settles — Tarapimiéra's. 
authorship of the Ratnakofa. 


Vacaspati next wrote three independent treatises viz., 
(4) Pratyaksanirnaya, not yet discovered but cited im 
the Khandanoddhara ( p. 139). 


(5) Anumananiranaya, also cited in the Khandanoddhara 
(pp. 72, 83-4 & 90) ;a Maithila fragment of this work is re~ 
ported from Nepal, wrongly described as a commentary on.the 
‘Anumanakhanda. ‘The introductory verse cited below proves: 
that like the Tattvacintamani it analyses the Nyaya and 
Mimarhsa views on inference, ( Sastri : Nepal Cat., I. p. 94). 


паза rafia Aa Qhawaq ақ Эң | 

an fifa абед arate Il 

(6) Sabdanimaya, cited in his own Dvaitanirnaya, 
(Darbhanga ed., p. 8 ). 


(7) The Khandanoddhara isa bold refutation of $ri- 
harsa’s Khandana from the standpoint of the Nyaya. It is a. 
learned work and best displays the author's dialectical skill and 
vastness of learning. The numerous references found in the 
book are collected here alphabetically. 

1. Fol. 34b ofthe R. A. S. B. Ms. of the Nyayaratna : this passage is 


also cited by Gañgefa in a very much expanded form as from the Ratna- 
kogakara, Tattvacintamani, B, I. Ed., Anumana, рр. 885-88, 


cd gaaat 
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(References are to the Khandanoddhara published in the 
Pandit, 1903-07, pp. 171) 

Асагуа (pp. 13-14, 45, 55, 71 & 81), Atmatattvaviveka ( 45 & 
160 ), Kancanamalini (Kavya? p. 25), Kusumamjali (р. 71 ), 
Khandana ( often ), Khandanoddhara ( of Vardhamana, p. 77 ), 
"Guravab ( p.99), Cintámenikara ( p. 75), Jarantah Jayanta- 
-dayah ( p. 93 ), Tika (р. 34 &c. 6 times), Tattvabodha (p. 118), 
Tattvaloka (p.25), Tatparyacarya (p.81), Dharmakirti 
pp.148, 150 & 159), Narasimha (р. 40 ), Nibandhakrtah 
(pp. 51 & 76), Nyayacarya (р. 68), Bhatta ( pp. 89 & 143), 
Bhasya (p.7)s Bhüsana (p.136), Manikantha (p.124), 
Mahamava ( p. 40 & 79), Magha (р. 25), Maitreya (рр. 55 
& 57), Ratnakosa (not Ratnaprakafa as printed, pp. 73 & 118), 
Lilavatikrtah (р. 76), Vatseávara (р. 40), Vardhamanopa- 
dhy&ya (pp.77 & 150), Vivarana (р. 35), Sahkaracarya 
(р. 32), and Harigarma (р. 40). 


Vacaspati’s contemporary Sa&kara Migra of Mithila also 
wrote а Bhedaratna about the same time. Both of them were 
regarded as the greatest opponents of the Vedanta at that time 
and drew forth a sharp and interesting retort from their youn- 
ger contemporary Vasudeva Sarvabhauma of Bengal, who had a 
distinct leaning towards the Vedanta, though he was also a 
distinguished commentator of the Tattvacintamani. We quote 
this important passage of the Khandanabhügamani of Raghu- 

. natha — 

fe ч, ачай чача fetenfaf geet: saved erf m TE- 

aac, s RARA я «аби aad їн cece 


areas mensen ageh: THA TATA TTT 
яте д аня) ча (Кате: | 
frqiqarfir тїї same? 1. 


1. vide fol, 68b of Ms. No. 95 of Sans. Coll., Calcutta and fol. 50b of- 
Ма, at Sarasvati-Bhavana, Varanasi, Compare Bhedaratna (5, В, Text, 
р. 53) and Khandanoddhara ( рр. 45-47 ). 
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The implication ofthe passage should notbe ignored; 
Raghunātha the author ofthe Khandanabhasamani, who calls. 
Sarvabhauma his ‘Paramaguru’ becomes quite different from 
the famous Raghunatha Siromani, who was according to- 
reliable evidence his direct pupil (vide Vañge Navyanydya-- 
сатсй, pp. 3637 ). The language of the above couplet of 
Sarvabhauma seems to show that Vacaspati slightly preceded 
añkara Mióra; for, by ordinary rules of grammar, the 
compound should have been Tatal: as in the Dandaviveka. 
of Vardhamina II ( introd., v. 6). 


(8) Vicaspati also commented on the Tattvacintd-- 
mani, perhaps last of all; for, he has not referred to this. 
commentary in any of his previous works as far as available. 
There isa unique Ms. of the Pratyaksa chapter of the Cinta- 
mamiprakaía preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana'. The 
colophon runs— 

їн qarüqrsara-afspasfraraeq aga) мечта бр) sem 
Li dE CHF EE 
As we shall presently see it is probably the earliest extant. 
commentary on the Tattvacintámani. 

(9) That Vacaspati also commented on the Anumüna. 
chapter of Gañgeša will be apparent from the following 
evidence. Kanada Tarkavagiéa, who was by tradition a fellow- 
student of Siromapi, commented on the Cintamani, We have 
come across the following passage in the (Vyapti-) Pürvapaksa- 
prakarana of Kanada's Anumanamanivyakhyd > 

Aree яараад ечат тагар: ETT 
Tas AAA чагат = ATT TT 
arava! qd АФ seman «чая sia 
я 1 эттер ( fol. 15b of a Ms. in our possession Y 
. 1. Nyaya-Vaigesika Ms, Мо, 282 on palm-leaf in the Bengali script, 
fol. 1-70, 73-80. 
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This peculiar interpretation of Vacaspati has also been 
cited under his name by Jagadiša Tarkalahkára in the Mani- 
mayūkha apparently borrowing from Карада. Pragalbha- 
cārya also respectfully quotes the interpretation under the 
flattering epithet 'Samprad&yavidah. Moreover, in the Anu- 
miti-prakarana of Anumandloka of Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ) the 
passage я ч data ТАЧ + ате arema, (fol. 4b) 
refers, according to Bhavananda Siddhantavagiéa, to an inter- 
pretation of Vacaspati #rqeqfriqsamgisa frtafa—a 99°. It should 
be noticed that both the passages of Vacaspati cited above have 
reference to particular text of the Cintamari and are not likely 
to belong to his independent treatise Anumananirnaya. 


What was the tenth or the last work of Vacaspati on the 
"Ny&ya remains a matter of speculation. It may be the Sabda- 
khanda of this Cintamamiprahaa or a commentary on the 
Nyayalilavati, if the following passage, which we traced in a 
fragment of an unidentified commentary on the Lilavati-Siro- 
mani preserved in a private collection at Navadvipa warrants 


such a conjecture :—« + sat seat n AEE ug 


areata: | m, (fol. 103b ). Vācaspati also wrote a Sahasra- 
dhiharana on the Pürvamimarhsa rules of interpretation. Two 
references to this work were traced by us in the Navyadharma- 
pradipa of Krpārāma Tarkavagifa written in 1686 Saka ( 1764- 
5 лут, Y selle anit afta arm sgerceata атча: sr 
agamia) areata: | This long-lost work on the Mimarhsa 
may also have been included in his philoscphical works. 

1. Fol. 12a of a fragment of ‘Mila Jati in our possession. 

2. treaties Kamera ards: | Fol 10a of 
(Anumana-) Pragalbhi, Ms, No. 298 of the Sarasvati Bhavana, Benaras, 

3. Fol. 16a of Bhavananda’s Alokamanisara, Ms, No. 361 of the 
Sarasvati Bhavana. 

4. Fol, 16b of Ms, No, 1602 of the Vangiya Sahitya Parigad, Calcutta; 
the book is mentioned also in fol. 43b. 
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Vacaspati and his contemporaries: As the author of the 
above ten works Vácaspati chronologically stands at the top of 
a galaxy of Navyany&ya scholars of Mithila and Bengal. As 
we have stated above Vacaspati preceded both Jayadeva and 
Pragalbhacarya. A more convincing proof of Vacaspati’s rela- 
tion with the other great scholars of the period has been traced 
by us. In the Pramanyavada (of the Pratyaksakhanda ) 
‘Vacaspati comments on the second ‘Vipratipatti’ thus :— 


=m mawang Seat TRAIT 
чин #паяйайий, SSIUTTRCTOPTGTRÓPNURTIDW SAAE 
aami ча: wusureufuft sped, Tiara Tan 
ssamenenererenenfepcurgnafaeraenet (їчїн, 1 anggana d 
я usen чё fa eaei | 


Both the solutions suggested here for meeting the two 
objections, the word 'Samánádhikarana? as an addendum being 
Vacaspati’s own peculiar solution in preference to the word 
‘Janya’ suggested by a previous commentator, have been refer- 
red toand rejected by Jayadeva uiz—“ чт TAREN 

Taha 989 Pernfü qu чон sadara. Bhava- 
manda Siddhintavagi$a in bis Pratyaksalokas@ramattjari stated 
in his comment on the present passage. ara-ara Aaii 
prorat 961 Garam: amarani arad ar AT- 
fuer! In this comment Bhavananda mentions the name of 
Upadhyaya (i e. Yajfiapati ) before Vacaspati. This is not 
chronologically correct. Bhavananda was a pupil of Krynadasa 
Sürvabhauma, from whom evidently he got the information. 
Krsmadase's Pratyaksalokaprasarani bas been recently disco- 
vered by us, He correctly notes here :—areedfafüeitarearadtsiq- 
amrga Rf Afà (fol. 34a of Ms. in our possession), It 
was known to Krsnadasa that both chronologically and exegeti- 

т. Fol, 10b of Pratyahsacintamaniprakata of Vacaspati. 
2. Fol. 14a of a Ms. of the Pratyahsaloka in our possession. 
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cally Vacaspati preceded Upadhyaya’. Pragalbhacarya has also 
referred to the above solution of Vacaspati, but the ground of 
his rejection of it is different —aai Pena батытта 
aandaa Tae FENNA ратата ЧАЦ 
mamati acan | aben | geni anaman a ana fa Ta 
sraa =a agaaa, ча aftana атат? | Ruci- 
дана, the pupil of Jayadeva, reproduces here both the grounds 
of rejection (fol. 32a, of A. S. Ms. No. Ш. C. 120) :— «et 
—— Á—M REED] 
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma’s comment on the point is not available, 
but his pupil Siromani, curiously enough, sticks to the solution 
of Vacaspati ignoring the adverse criticisms ( Pramanyavada, 
1901, р. 66). For the purposes of chronology all the above 
important references ате,. however, thrown to the shade by the 
momentous discovery that Yajfiapati formulated his own solution 
of the problem after rejecting that of Vacaspati, Yajñapati 
comments on the point :— 974 aca (атата qara 
aa < ag TATANAN TAN - 
saffa ате чаара | ( Pratyaksaprabha, Paris copy, fol. 23- 
24). Yajfiapati’s son Narahari reproduces his father's argu- 
meat in the Pratyahsadnsanoddhara thus :—( fol. 29b of Lon- 
don сору). #9 TA PT TA KATATA TATA AB атат атата 
япа баде se art «nf raaa fafa fee 
ama aaah acer: Temalar 
sanaaa беа: qur рач! qut 
afiat я чч: ач ая я апай ч: gong: | Vacaspati, 
therefore, composed the commentary on Gaigesa’s work some- 
time before the whole band of brilliant scholars, both of Mithila 
and Bengal, occupied the field. Jayadeva, who wrote between 
1460-75 a. D., was preceded by his teacher Yajfiapati ( about. 


1. Fol. 31b of R.AS.B. Ms. No. 4010, i 
2. Fol. 29b of Pratyaksa-Pragalbhi, R.A.S.B. Ms, No. 1175, a very old: 
copy dated 1575 V. 5, i. e., 1518 A. p. 
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1450 л. n. who again came after Vacaspati, On the other hand, 
üromani's teacher Sárvabhauma was preceded by Pragalbha- 
сітуа, who was slightly senior to Jayadeva. All of them Sarva- 
bhauma, Pragalbha and Jayadeva criticised Yajfiapati and some- 
times violently. All these point to the conclusion that Vicas- 
patis Nyaya works were composed not later than 1440 A. n. 
and among his Муйуа works, it should be noted. the Mani- 
prakasa was probably the latest. Vacaspati lived long enough 
to witness in his old age the flying colours of Yajfiapati and 
Jayadeva which fully eclipsed the glories of his early life in the 
field of Navyany&ya. It is thus that the pathetic appeal at the 
end of his last work the Sraddhakalpa becomes significant : 


IRNAN: PAAFTA SPENT: | 

wadua айбни Fera KT 1 
Vacaspati probably concentrated on studies їп Smrti since the 
advent of Yajfiapati and Jayadeva in the field of Navyany&ya. 


Vacaspati's family: As stated by himself Vacaspati be- 
longed toa ‘spotless’ family of Karmamimaásakas, In other 
swords, all his ancestors were devotees of the Vedic culture and 
well-versed in Mimañsa, the logic of the Veda, The Milagrama 
of his family is named ‘Pali’ or ‘Pall? belonging to the Vatsya 
gotra, of which a branch is named after Vacaspati’s native 
village ‘Samauli’, Quite a bewildering mass of materials of 
Vacaspati’s family connections are scattered in the Pafjis, 
where he is given the supreme title ‘Paramaguru’, which was 
never enjoyed by any other scholar in Mithila with the single 
exception of Сайдеќа. These valuable genealogical data have 
been critically studied and published by Prof. Jha ( Svadefa, 
I iii. pp. 137-44). We need only refer toa few prominent 
details of chronological significance, He had four wives. His 
first wife's father was а grandson of Maharaja Bhogigvara and” 
his eldest son ( by this wife) Laksminatha married the daugh- 
ters daughter of M. M. Rudradhara Upadhyaya, the famous 
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Smärta, who was thus an exact contemporary and probably 
slightly senior in age to Vacaspati. His second wife's father 
was the daughter's son of Maharaja Bhavesvara. His third 
wife of the respectable ‘Satalakha’ family was the first cousin of 
Saikera Mi$ra's third wife. His fourth, wife of the respectable 
"Sodarapura! family was a cousin of Sahkara Mira, who was 
thus his exact peer in age, relation and, let us add, learning. 
His youngest son (by the third wife ) Mahopadhyaya Srihari 
Mira gave his daughter in marriage to Вһауап Ња, a son of 
М. M. Sucikara Upadhyaya of the Kujauli family. Vacaspati 
had а very large number of descendants; he had at least 28 
grandsons, among whom only one M. M. KeSava (son of M.M. 
Narahari) made his name in the learned world as the author of 
the Dvaitaparisista. 


Vacaspati’s patrons: In his early life Vacaspati went 
abroad and was patronised by Queen Padmivati of Райс а. 
His connection with the rulers of Mithila was, however, long 
and intimate. He wrote many works on Smrti in the name of. 
Harioáráyana, the royal title of King Bhairavasiftha, who was a 
cousin of his third wife. The most famous compilation of 
Vacaspati ascribed to Harinarayana is the Smrtimaharnava. 
"This king Bhairava had five wives, according to the Paiijis, and 
the second wife named Jayano is abundantly praised by Vacas- 
pati in the introduction to his great discursive work Dvaita- 
mirpaya (verses 4-10). She was the mother of “Rajadhiraja’ 
Purusottamadeva, who was younger to Rámabbadra and did not 
evidently ascend the throne. She ceremoniously employed 
Vacaspati, ‘the master of all sciences! (v. 7 : afama ) to 
-write that book. It was written when Bhairava was still reign- 
ing. This Prince Purugottama was sonless, though he had four 
wives. 

There isa copy of Mahadananirnaya at Nepal ( Sastri : 
Nepal Cat. Vol. I, pp. 122-3 ) ; it is ascribed to Herinarayana 
in the beginning and to Rupandrayana at the end. This has 
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caused some confusion, and it has been surmised that Bhairava 
enjoyed both royal titles ( S. N. Sinha : Hist. Tithut, p. 75). 
But it is extremely unlikely that father and son should have the 
same ‘Viruda’, The copy is not available for examination. It 
is much more likely that Bhairava was dead when the book was 
finished and his son Ramabhadra was on the throne at the time, 
Vacaspati’s last work the Pitrbhahtitarahgini was expressly 
written at the fag-end of his life at the request of the latter king, 


Date of Vacaspati: Since the discovery of the Kandaha 
Inscription. of Narasiühadeva ( i. e, Darpanáráyaga, the father 
of Bhairava &c ) dated ‘gra? терн ? which undoubtedly 
means 1375 Saka corresponding to 1453-4 A. n." it is clear that 
Bhairava and bis two sons Ramabhadra and Purugottama, all 
mentioned by. Vacaspati, were living about 1480-1590 a. p, We 
should conclude, therefore, that the birth-date of Vacaspati 
cannot be placed before 1400 a. n, nor can it be placed after 
1410 a. р., in consideration of the fact that his philosophical 
works, all written in bis ‘youth’, could not have been composed 
after 1440 a. D., as we have stated above. Не must have survi- 
ved till about 1490 a. p. if not later still. Perhaps he was a 
man of the whole century. 


YasRaravi UrApayAya: Better and more com- 
monly known as simply Upadhyaya was the author of a com- 
mentary named Prabha on the three parts of Gaigega’s work 
(omitting as usual the Upamana part). Copies of the Prabha 
are extremely таге. There isa copy of the Pratyaksa part in 
the Bibliotheque. Nationale, Paris ( A, Cabaton’s Cat. of Mss., 
1907, р. 150, No. 904, foll. 100); a rotograph is now preser- 
ved in the Asiatic Society. It is in Maithila script ( not Bengali 
as written in the Cat. ) and begins :— Ё 


1. J. B. O. R. S., XX, pp. 16-19. Jayaswal took it to mean 1357 Saka 
aš Narasiiiha’s son Dhirasiñha was already (оп the throne ? ) in 321 L, 8, 
But all canons of chronology go against the interpretation. (vide Dr. S. Jha: 
Vidyapati-Gitasasgraha, Introd., pp. 44-46. 
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n wr art aia wre Il 
araia arara | 
feat qa afena: хат 1! 
There is an old copy of the second part ofthe Prabhā preserved 
in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( foll. 125, 5 lines to a page : the 
copy belonged toone Balarama Chakravarti. 7 foll. of Sutras 
are added in the copy ending with the date 1408 Saka Sravana 
28 i; e. 1486 4, D. ). It begins :— 
fife (fa) A ariar- 
arealin): 1 
a ag git 3 Arama - 
franga: esti эта: Ц 
sgam ич aag fg: чн 1 
aA war daft aa di 


qinanta af madana RAAT- 
mafreringaatrent беда fü A | wm serge 
Tete яеччечапчеасинита неча! Tigges: eg 
айя <füaq agina g maaf anambani 
Arietta frewenaetitesta печ беча» 
seed serrata балтач sradiepemaferewan qdsritsq- 
amaA naman tt 
No copy of the last part of the Prabha has yet been dis- 
covered as far as we are aware. That Yajfiapati had commen- 
ted on this part also may be inferred from the fact that a quota- 
tion of his son Narahari, who defended his father against the 
attacks of Jayadeva, has been found in Raghavendratirtha’s 
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Nyayadipa on the Tarkatandava ( Mysore ed., Vol. II, р. 35) 
referring to the Yogyatà section of the last part. Upadhyaya 
is also cited in the Sabda-Pragalbhi ( Poona copy, fol. 2 ). Many 
‘unfounded traditions existed about Yajfiapati in the seminaries 
specially of Bengal. It was given out for instance that Yajña- 
pati was a son of Vardhaminopadhyaya and was more brilliant 
than the latter. In the Sabdakalpadruma ( p. 1791 under the 
word ‘Nydya’ ) it was stated that he was a pupil of both Gañ- 
geéa and Vardhamana : ( aiken afya ates 
art). The extracts given above dispell all these traditions as 
entirely baseless and prove the following facts which should be 
carefully noted. (1) His father named Sivapati had written a 
certain book ( ‘grantha’ ) which does not seem to be a commen- 
tary and was probably an independent treatise on the Nyaya 
doctrines and Yejfiapati based his commentary on that book of 
his father. He does not clearly state that he read with his 
father. 


(2) Yajiapatis Prabha superseded all previous com- 
mentaries on Gaiigesa’s work and laid, so to speak, the solid 
foundation upon which the latest phase of Navyanyaya studies 
upon Gañgeśa flourished and quickly attained almost incon- 
ceivable heights in subtlety. Some of the views of Upadhyaya 
are now permanently embodied in the current texts. The Pra- 
bha created quite a sensation in the learned world. We have 
cited above the commencement of the second part of the Pra- 
bha on the initial point of relevancy ( 'звайда!? ). Yajfiapati’s 
pupil Jayadeva boldly characterised his teading of the text as 
spurious: ( fq чїч mf четтет Ere: agak 
абчат KADANG чтё seat | Anumanaloka, fol. 1 ). 
Unlike Jayadeva, Pragalbhácárya exactly quoted the words of 

+ Yajfiapati and improved upon it by adding two arguments ( see 
Anumdna-Pragalbhi ). Siromani also accepted the reading of 
Yajfiapati and wrote his brilliant thesis on ‘saigati’, where 
Upiadhyaya’s views were not ignored. The antagonism of Jaya- 
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deva towards Yajfiapati had far-reaching effects as we have 
stated elsewhere on the cultural history of Mithila, 


Hundreds of passages are now available where Yajtiapati 
has been criticised by various scholars besides Jayadeva, We 
shall refer to two great names whose works are still unpub- 
lished. Pragalbha ( whose Mahgalavada has been published in 
the 5. В, Texts under the wrong idea that he belonged to 
Mithila ) cited Yajfiapati's views at every step and criticised 
them. We believe Pragalbha referred to his name only twice 
in the second part, the first time, it should be noted, respect- 
fully in the plural number ( ft zr: | qu TTM Anu- 
‘mana-Pragalbhi, fol. 22b under the section Kevalünvayl : also 
63a under the same section) and his criticisms have always. 
been sober and dignified. Not so, however, Sarvabhauma who 
was slightly junior to Pragalbha. In the only existing frag- 
ment of Sarvabhauma’s Anumünamamipariksa we counted as 
many as 52 references to Yajiiapati by name ( from fol, 29а), 
by far the largest number to a single author and some of Sarva- 
bhauma's criticisms have been violent. For instance, sf 
adafa < naraq ( fol. 42b under Vigesavyapti ), «e&t 
rika; marae arta (49a under the same section), sra agaf- 
wraha ( 66a under Tarka & 84a under Upadhi ), ef aaaf- 
чеччїїч: yeu: (150a under Kevalinvayi). Who were the 
scholars “deceived by Yajñapati” cannot be spotted now in 
Mithila or Bengal. When Sarvabhauma wrote, somewhere bet» 
ween 1460-80 a.D., Yajiapati and his unknown pupils formed 
a powerful group in Mithila, as indicated by Sarvabhauma. 


We shall refer here to an interesting passage, upon which 
а somewhat heated wrangling continued for sometime both in 
Mithila and Bengal. In the section on Kevalavyatireki Сай- 
gefa scrutinised a passage of Udayana ( B. I, ed. pp. 599-601 ), 
for both Pragalbha тч qwwiaga—afa ( fol. 67b ) 
and Sarvabhauma эТчтичит а —1 64 fol. 161a) clearly indie 
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cated the source here. Gañgeśa is extremely sober and digni- 
fiedin almost all his criticisms ; but surprisingly enough he 
closed his criticism here with the phrase gfi firme (p. 601, 
the word ең, ‘causing confusion’, though not Sanskrit, is 
locally used in Mithila and Bengal). Gañgeśa’s stricture 
against Udayana was rightly answered by Yajfíapati ( as found 
in the Manisara, Trivandrum ed., p. 98) with a closing retort 
fame ae faqaq faery, Jayadeva, as usual with him, 
attacked Yajfiapati closing with the phrase fira 
Ramané wala masraq | ib. p.98). Upon this 
Gopinatha correctly observes aa füeqWeTsedW] qq 

01 А rare case of a confusion many times confounded | It 
should be noted that Gopinatha cited a ‘Gauda’ view also on 
the topic (р. 99), which, however, cannot be traced in Sarva- 
bhauma or Pragalbha and Siromani did not touch the topic 
at all, ` 


Yajttapati's age and family : We have stated under Vacas- 
pati Migra II that Yajfíapati cited and refuted an exposition of 
the latter. His date of composition of the Prabha cannot, 
therefore, be placed before 1450 a.n. Nor can it be placed 
after 1460 a. р. when his pupil Jayadeva along with the Bengali 
scholars Pragalbha and Sárvabhauma became probably acquain« 
ted with his views. This is confirmed in our opinion by his 
family history, so elaborately treated in the Pañjis of Mithila. 
"We shall refer to some of his numerous alliances ; 


(1) He belonged to the celebrated Mandara family of 
Kaéyapa-gotra. He was closely and doubly related to байката 
Mišra as shown in the chart below. 


' 
Ё 
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Vatesvara M. М. Vigvanitha Vatedvara 
(of Mandara family) (of Soderapur family) (of Mandara family) 


| 
Pasupati (1st) =daughter Ravinatha (3rd воп) = daughter 
Sivapati (2nd son) Bhavanatha (2nd son) 


Yajfiapati (Ist son) Sahkara (Ist son) 
This makes Yajfiapati only slightly junior to Šañkara, both 
belonging tothe same generation. Viévanatha’s daughter was 
the second wife of Pagupati and Sivapati her second son. Pašu- 
рай sister's husband Ravinātha again was the first son of the 
second wife of Vi&vanütha, If байкага Migra was born in the 
first decade ( 1400-10 a. n. ) of the century Yajñapati was born, 
say, in the second decade ( 1410-20 4. n. ), 

(2) Yajiiapati was also related to his distinguished pupil 
and critic Jayadeva ( Paksadhara ), though not quite so closely, 
as shown in the chart below. 


М. M. Vidvanatha ( Sodarapuriya ) 


[ 
Ramanatha ( first son ) daughter = Pašupati 


Varahanitha ( only son ) Sivapati (second son) 
Сапе ( second son ) Yajfiapati (only son) 


Jayadeva ( second son ) 


Yajfíapati is thus one generation senior to Jayadeva ; 
but as Jayadeva belongs to the senior-most branch of the 
family Rāmanātha being the first son of the first wife of 
Vigvanatha, his difference in age with Yajfiapati cannot be 
morethan a decade ortwo. Jayadeva's birth-date would Ье 
about 1435 A.D, according to our surmise, In other words 
Үајйрай was about 20 years senior to him, This date of 
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 Yajñapati is not in conflict with that of this great-grandfather 
Vate$vara, who preceded him by one full century and was 
born, according to our surmise, in the first decade ( 1300-10 
A.D.) of the 14th century. It should be noted that between 
Vatesvara and Yajfiapati all except Sivapati were eldest sons 
andit would be reasonable to take 35 years toa generation 
as the average in this case. 


Yajüapati was a Mahamahopadhyaya, which in Mithi 
generally meant a master of all sciences. Apparently Yaj 
pati was regarded in his times аз an authority on the Dharma- 
astra also, For, his son Narahari in his critical work on 
Smrti named Dvaitanirnaya quoted a passage of his father 
(p. 7 : q+ йч wirasat бач: ) on the topic of Daksina- 
dana). It is probably a verbal verdict and does not refer to 
any Smrti work of Yajfiapati. 


VaruévaRovAniyAya: a doyen of his times 
in the cultural aristocracy of Mithila, though his name is now 
almost forgotten. He was universally known as the Darpana- 
kāra both in Nyaya and Smrti. In the Pratyaksaloka Jayadeva 
answers an adverse argument of the Darpana toa passage 
of Gañgeša in the Siddhanta portion of Mangalavada ( B. I. 
ed., рр. 89-90 : Gañgeśa handled the intricate атлйайгйчатгата 
in his argument here). The particular passage of the Aloka 
runs: gg RA 2 arahan fee sarama g 
aiya gamagfeduaha gera Adhi fa Gawa ag 
пй! (From an old Ms. іп our possession, vide p. 157 of 
Tativacintāmaņi with comm., S. B. Texts, 11939, wrongly 
printed in the Pirvapaksa portion). The name of this 
Darpanakára was quite unknown till we discovered the passage 
fully cited by Narahari Upadhyaya in the Pratyahgadügano- 
:ddhara ( fol. 19a of a unique Ms. preserved in L. O. London ) : 

=й mAAR sm sAITg- 2S MPMRPNWU— A жетй 
serrata: raaa aa vnus! The first portion 


Vatesvaropadhyaya 165 


of Vateivara's argument (not cited in the Aloka) was 
restated by Vatesvara’s great-grandson Yajfíapati, who was cited 
and criticised by many scholars ( vide the Pragalbhi printed 
in the S. B. Texts, рр. 162, 164; Madbusüdana's Kantakod- 
dhara, ib. p. 158). We need only cite an unpublished note 
of Madhava Migra in the Pratyaksalokadipika on the point 
eri aaga fra (Ө! sanaaa wh 
aama =ябачәсәтҹ (fol 44b of a unique Ms. preserved in 
the Darbhanga Raj Library). It can now be stated confidently 
that the healthy conflict between Yajfiapati and his pupil 
Jayadeva (so aptly described by Gokulen&tha once as a 
“family quare’: зїї faqar: wm «йя аба 
fol. 88b of А, S. Ms, of Siddhantatattvaviveka ), which marked 
the most glorious period of the literary history of Mithila 
really started about a century earlier with Vateávara as a bold 
opponent of Gaagega. This rivalry subsisted for about two 
centuries mainly through the descendants and relatives of 
Vategvara and exercised a profound influence upon the cultural 
history of Mithila as we shall presently see. 


VateSvara must have written several works both on Smrti 
and Nyaya with the appellative ‘Darpana’. But he was more 
famous asa Nyāya scholar. One of his sons Pakgadharopü- 
dhyaya wrote at the beginning of his Smrü work named 
Tattvanirnaya :— 

annaragna | 

TA ARA TAT ян: 11 

Apert te mansa ёч pen | 
: aad ferai frat aafia: I 
X Ms. preserved at Mithila Institute : compare L. 1845). 1а 
the fragment examined by us (foll. 40 only ) Paksadhara bas 
quoted his father’s views on Smrti topics ( fol. 5b, 28а & 35b )s 
“of these the second passage (28a) is long and extremely impor- 
tant, as Vategvara has cited therein with approval an opinion: 
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of Divākara Mi$ra's Suddhibimba, which is quite a new disco- 
very in the Smrti literature of Mithila, Vateivara has also been 
cited twice by his descendant Narahari in the Duaitanirnaya 
(Darbhanga ed., pp. 10 & 32). The first passage ( #ЕЯЧТИ - 
а dah anko ai сїў «ибн, 
р.10), where Vateévara quotes approvingly from а work 
named Sraddhapallava, proves that his Smrti work was named 
(Smrti-)Darpana. 


Among his Ny&ya works, all of which seem to be now 
lost, we have so far discovered the following names. 


(1) Nyayanibandhadarpana : Sabkara Migra at the com- 
mencement of his Tristtrinibandhavyakhya (Н. P. Sastri; 
Notices, П, No. 136 ) wrote :— 

seid (Бйз | 
aa Amaga ater || 
Of the three illuminating scholia on Udayana’s Nibandha which 
‘kara had before him, the Uddyota ( by Divākara ) is the 
earliest and possible the three names have been mentioned in 
the ascending order of chronology. In that case the author of 
the атрада must have slightly preceded Vardhamina, whose 
Prakata is mentioned first of all, This Darpanakára is undoub- 
tedly Vatevara (and not Mahesa Thakkura as surmised by 
M. Chakravarti : J. A. S. B., 1915, p. 259: vide 8, B. Studies, 
HI, pp. 148-49 ). Only one Darpanakára was known in Mithila 
in the.15th century a. n., whose identity was beyond any 
question, - 


(2) Nyayalilavatidarpana : A reference to this long-lost 
book is found in the following passage of Paksadhara's Dravya- 
viveha : wm aA A A aft «нтте 
aer? йч чта: (London, I. О. copy, fol. 35a : vide Lilavati, 
Chowkh. ed. p. 798 ). Five more references have been traced 
in Pakgadhara’s Lilavativiveka ; these are — 
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l amir aei sva: gaa яи: aé. aaa: R аа. 
| mif (London I. O. copy, fol. Ја, very beginning ), «тае 
| cma faa <q; (foh 2а) я ч эттеги жЁчї 999 
| manama (fol ба: vide Lilavati, p. 18), sa жїнїнїн 
(ib, p.21) maiaren s Tig: (7b), ww 
fagpaeafasrafuft qu ( p. 101) wa auf amiarsa Sur 
| saaman  ятаркдеячепчетатяташтапчапъи Чїй 
1 qiq: (fol. 28b). The name of the author is not mentioned in 
N any of these references but, as we have stated before, there was 
only one Darpaņakāra known in Mithila in the middle of the 

15th century and he was undoubtedly Vatefvara Upadhyaya. 


There is an anonymous work named Upadhidarpana pre- 
served at Poona (В. O. R.I. Ms. No. 6 of 1898-99, foll. 9). 
Tt begins :— 

rarai freer qaa qe ч їнї! 

aniraa чаа бін ої беда тїтє: ll 
“The references are to Udayana ( fol. 2b, 5a), Varadaraja (2a), 
Vadindra 6b: TAMTU я wd sua ), Sivaditya 
Mira (3a: а maaien af aana 
тате бнапеаічтбтачаї sag ) and Sridharacarya ( За ). They 
prove that the author was fairly old and probably preceded 
Gange$a, as we are unable to trace апу Gahgefa-brand passage 
in the book. Moreover, Vateévara is not likely to suppress his 
name if he were the author of the book, as the title would 
tempt one to surmise. 


Vategvara’s passage, where he had criticised GaigeSa 
was probably taken from the Nibandhadarpana, The follow- 
ing passage, which we traced in Sarvabhauma’s Manipariksa, 
is likely to be from the same source. 


macan 
(fol, 50a under the section оп Visegavyapti, 
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B. L, ed., pp. 15657). It should be noticed that Sarvabhauma 
cited the extract in support of his own contention. It appears 
that the intricate analysis of the term ‘avacchedakata’, which 
subsequently culminated in the works of Siromani and his 
followers, was first taken up by Vatesvara, 


Vatefvara’s Age and Family: Vatesvara must have been 
aleader of the Maithila community in his times. In the 
following verse of the Hariharasubhásita Vatesa has been held 
as an ideal Srotriya, he adorned his scholarship by success- 
ful teaching and his riches by charities, 

a sanas 
framan Бейнеу | 
ча Afen | (ХП.25) 
(Prof. К. Jha's ed., p. 76) 
He was a distinguished member of the Mandara family, which 
has for its first ancestor, as recorded in the Pafijis, one Nara- 
sitha with a very peculiar title «атентате. 
‘wearer proving that at that time (in the 12th century A.D.) 
some of the scholars at least had a kind of military training. 
Vateša was 7th in descent from this Narasiiha. But in an 
old Palm-lesf copy ofa Sakhapanji, preserved in the Dar- 
bhanga Raj Library, the genealogy of the Mandara family 
starts from one Trinayana Bhatta, about 15 generations before 
Narasithha ( Һе leaf unfortunately is torn with many names 
lost), the antiquity of the family, one of the oldest in the 
whole of India, going back to about 600 a.n. Vateéa was the 
third son of his father M. M. Jagannatha and his maternal 
grandfather was опе «ттт belonging to a family named 
merdi. Vatesvara himself had a numerous family and was 
closely connected with many distinguished families of Mithila. 
His date can be fairly fixed from reliable clues furnished by 
his family alliances, some of which we have examined else- 
where. Ніз father was a contemporary of Gahgesa, 
This is confirmed by the following fact. Vațeśvara 
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was a close relative and contemporary of M. М Visvanütha 
of the Sodarapuria family, two of whose daughters were given 
in marriage to the eldest ( Pasupati ) and third son ( Айдап!) 
of Vațeśvara by his first wife, while a daughter of Vategvara 
was married to the third son ( Ravinütha) of Visvanatha, 
Now Viávanütha's second wife ( i.e. the mother of Ravinatha ) 
was a daughter of Pritifarma of the Naronaye family, who 
again was an exact, if not a bit younger, contemporary of 
Bhavafarma and consequently of Gangeéa also. For, Priti- 
farma's mother’s mother was the younger sister of Bhava- 
éarma’s mother’s mother. Pasupati, as we have stated under 
Yajfiapati, was the látter's grandfather. 

Vateóvara's second son Raghupati had a son named 
Prajňāpati who married Kamala the ‘daughter of Maharaja 
Sivasibha's own sister. According to the latest evidence 
Sivasiiha was defeated by Ibrahim of Jaunpur in 1415-16 a.v. 
(Bengal, Past and Present, LXVII, 1948, р. 36 fn.) and not 
earlier. Sivasihha's sister’s daughter was born, say, in 1385 A.D, 
at the earliest and her husband's grandfather Vatesvara was 
born not earlier than 1300 a.v. 


Vategvara’s youngest son Surapati was the father of 
Vignupuri’s mother's mother. This also places the birth of 
Vateévara not earlier than 1300 4.0.* 


Vatesvara’s fifth son (ie. first son of his second wife) 
was Pakgadhara, whose eldest son Mahipati was the father of 
М. М. Rucidatta’s sister’s husband Amarapati. Even if we 


1. Prof. R. Jha calculated Vignupuri's date from that of Sivasitha 
( Patna University Journal, offprint, pp. 9-11), Taking 1416 A.D. as the 
date of Sivasiüha's death, the birth of Surapati’s daughter's daughter 
Maura should be 1400 A.D, and Vatefvara!s birth cannot be placed before 
1300 A.D,, even if we assume an interval of 120 years between the birth- 
dates of Vatefvara and his grand-daughter (ie. Surapati’s daughter ) 
Bhavano, the mother of the above-mentioned Maura, 
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suppose that Amarapati was born in 1425 any at the earliest, 
Vateivara's birth cannot take place before 13054 m We 
conclude, therefore, that Vateévara was born in the first decade 
of the 14th century. 


CHAPTER V 
THE АСЕ ОЕ FOUR Ms 


Мхҳоплул Migra: Son of the famous Jayadeva 
Mišra alias Paksadbara (q.v.). He was also a M. M. and 
probably wrote a work, where he defended his father against 
the arguments of Yajfiapati’s son Narahari and others of that 
group. 

Mzpmava Migra, Son of Gadadhara, wrote a Bheda- 
dipika in refutation of Vedantic monism. Pandit Ramanatha 
Tarkaratna of the Asiatic Society visited Tirhut in search of 
Sanskrit manuscripts. He came across a copy of this extremely 
rare book sometime in 1878-79 л. п. ( L. 1879 : foll. 60) and 
gave a good summary of it, from which it appears that the 
author was well-read in the Vedanta, The Bhamati, the Khan- 
dana and the.Citsukhi are among the works examined and refu- 
ted by him, Two verses are reproduced here from the Report 


sia farad я Bafa N 
maa ағат 
Qik asqa 
ia a 
miaa "I 
Fortunately the name of the author has been traced in the Рай- 
jis. He belongs to a senior branch of the famous Sodarapura 
family, a common ancestor of which named Ваёпебхага had 


three sons, M. M. Halefvara being the eldest one, Madbava's 
descent from him is as follows : HaleSvara—Raju—Yogisvare— 
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Varāha—Rati—Hore—Gadādhara—M. M, Madhava, He was 
thus three generations later than Sahkara Miśra ofthe same 
family, who was fifth in descent from the second son of Ratne- 
vara. This Madhava Мга lived, therefore, in the middle of 
the 16th century ^ D, about a century after Sahkara Misra. 
Madhava Mira, son of Jayadeva, was a generation earlier. 


Buactwarua Tuarkuna: An elder brother to 
Maharajidhiraja Mahefa Thakkura was a celebrated logician of. 
Mithila. He completed his studies under Jayadeva at the age 
of twenty years, He commented upon the Drauyaprakata, the 
Gunaprakasa, the Kusumattjalipraháfa and the Lilavatiprahata. 
His works are either called Prakasika or Jalada or Megha after 
his nickname ‘Megha’, It is presumed tha Vardhamāna’s Pra- 
йаз on the Nibandha, the Nyayaparifigta and the Atmalattva- 
viveka were not so much in use during Bhagirathe’s time. He 
read the Prakasa on the last named work ( cf. Lilavatimegha, 
Baranasi ed. р, 9 ) but commented on the Atmatattvaviveka 
( published in the Bibl. Ind. series ) itself. 


Bhagiratha and Raghunatha Siromani were contempora- 
zies and lived in about 1500 a. n, but did not see the works of 
each other, His Lilavatijaladey Kusumütjalijalada and Guna- 
jalada ате mentioned in a list of books prepared in 430 L. S. 
(p.129). Again the Dravyamegha and the Gunamegha have 
similarly been mentioned in another list of 409 L.S. The 
lowest limit of his scholastic activities may thus be fixed in 
1905 А, р. 


Manga TzAEEUXA: Опе of the best scholiasts 
оп the Aloha of Jayadeva, The Darpana, as his sub-com- 
mentary is named, seems to have extended to the first two 
parts of the book as по copy of the Sabdalokadarpana has yet 
been discovered, The first section ( Mañgalavida ) of the 
Pratyahsa part has been published along with the Aloka and 
wo other commentaries in the Sarasvati-Bhavana Texts, А 


Mahefa Thakkura 173 


new edition of the Aloka and the Darpaya is being published 
from the Mithila Institude, Маћеќа read Nyaya with M. M. 
"Sucikara Pandita of the Kujauli family ; this fact is stated in 
the introduction to a drama named Anandavijaya by Sucikara's 
great-grandson M. M. Ramadasa Upadhyaya :— 
Te чүн шын 
дай jg wfeesit | 
Фа fara SED wra 
ate эп akes || 
Laii: gien: | 
чабат wat aaa бза: tl ] 
"This Natika was written for Sundara Thakura, a grandson of 
Mahefa, and, therefore, it is stated afterwards in the 
Prastavand af тетт girisi ©: ойшы! It is 
not known if this Sucikara had written any book, but ina 
booklist dated 409 L. 5. we found the name of a work 
^Lilavati-Suci', which may be a work of this Sucikara, a com 
mentary on the Nydyalilavati? There is evidence that Mahefa, 
probably after finishing his Nyaya studies, went to Varanasi, 
where be read (Vedanta and Mimāħsā ) with Ramesvara 
Bhatta. Rameégvara’s grandson Sankara Bhatta wrote his family . 
history in a Mahakavya named Gddhivahsdnuvarnanam 
(fragment now preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavana ). In the 
sixth затда of the poem we find :— 
fires эттен ee fèra- 
чабар ore чутна: | 
drei бата a g vem 
чї geewfud masi fa: It ( v. 5, fol. 8b) 


1 This Sucikara belonged to the Bhakharauli branch of the Kujauli 
family of Katyayana gotra, There was another Sucikare, belonging to 
‘the Govindavana branch of the same family and his grandson” байката, 
author of the Smrtisudhakara (composed in 1677 A.) stated that his 
grandfather was а renowned Naiyayika, 
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Asa result of his studies at Varanasi he formed a bias towards 
the Vedanta which was reflected in the following remarkable 
passage in the Anumāna portion of the Darpana — da datu 
Этан ибаа я afud s faqoaearfafqgraftrgeara | (cited by M M. 
Dr. Kaviraja in S. B. S., Ш, p. 142). Mahe£a's fame as a logi- 
cian spread far and wide as proved by the interesting epithet 
(‘the great dialectician of Tirabhukta’) used by Saikara Bhatta, 
who was himself a leading scholar of Varanasi. Moreover, 
Annam Bhatta, the famous polymath of South India, wrote his 
commentary on the Aloka named Siddhanjana after consulting 
previous glosses ( on the Aloka ) notably by the four great M's 
of Mithili—Megha, Mahea, Madhusüdana and Madhava 
(R. 1536). Не has actually cited and refuted Mahefa's views 
(R. 1537). This fame of Mahega rested on his single work 
in logic viz, the Darpaya and it is not known that he had writ- 
ten any other book in Nydya. A thorough examination of the 
book is necessary for ascertaining Mahefa's position among 
contemporary scholars, 


The date of composition of the Darpana can be fairly 
fixed from the following evidence. 


(1) байкага Bhatta has left clear chronological date in 
his family history. Narayana Bhatta, the eldest son of Ráme- 
буага, was born in Vaifakha 1435 Saka ( early in 1513 a. », > 
(V.6). The family removed from Vidyanagara to Dvaraka 
in the 4th year of Narayana, whose Upanayana was performed 
there ( V, 16), Ramedvara settled at Kasi sometime after, say 
in 1522 a. p. ( VL 1). His first disciple at Kasi was а Коћкара 
(VI. 2), then two ascetics Dàmodara and Madhava Sarasvati 
(VL 3). Mahega’s name is found in VI. 5 and in the very 
next verse it is stated that a Gurjara pupil read the Mahabhasya 
along with Sridhara, the second son of Rümeévara, who was 
born on his way to Kasi (not earlier than 1521 a. D. ). It is, 
therefore, probable that Mahesa read with him sometime bet- 

: Й 
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ween 1530-35 4, n. and the Darpana was written within 1535- 
40 4. D. very early in his literary career. 


(2) According to genealogical works authentically pre- 
served in Mithila Mahesa was the youngest child of his parents 
—youngest of four brothers and six sisters, All his brothers 
were great prodigies viz, Mahadeva, ( q. v. ) and Damodara, 
who composed their works within the first quarter of the cen- 
tury. At the end of his very first work the Dravyaprakasika 
Bhagiratha has mentioned the name of Mahesa, who was born, 
therefore, just within 1500-10 a. р. and wrote the Darpana 
when his age was about 30 only. 


(3) This agrees with the tradition that he went to the 


court of Rani Durgavati of Garh Mandla, probably after the 
death of his immediate elder Damodara, who was patronised by 
Safigrama Saha ( d. 1530 a. p. ). 


(4) The acquisition of the Darbhanga Raj by Mahesa is 
is dated in 1478 (‘randhra-turafigama-Sruti-mahi’ ) Saka i. e. 
1556-57 a. D, when his age was about 50 according to our 
calculation. 


(5) In his old age he abdicated the throne and most of 
his works on Smrti were composed after abdication. For, in 
his Tithitattvacintamami he has referred to Raghunandana and 
Gopala of Bengal (Ms. No. 66 of the Mithila Institute, fol. 9a :- 

). Raghunandana wrote the Jyotisatattua 
( No. 20 in the list of his works ) after 1489 Saka ( 1567 a. p. ). 
Mahesa, therefore, must have written this treatise in the last 
quarter of the century. But the mention of Gopala is a great 
puzzle, for both the smrti writers of that name, the Kaumudi- 
kara Siddhantavagiga and the Nirpaya-kara Ny&yapaficünana 
were junior to Raghunandana and were living still in the first 
two decades jof the 17th century. Probably the reference was 
to an earlier Gopala, At any rate Maheša becomes а contem- 
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porary at least of Raghunandana and his date of birth can never 
be placed before 1500 a. p, 


Tt should be mentioned here that the late Dr. H. P, Sastri 
discovered a letter written by Maheía to one “Tārkika- 
cūdāmaņi’, whom he took to be identical with the famous 
Raghunatha Siromani. This letter was exibited by bim in the 
‘Asiatic Society in April 1907 ( Proc, A. S. B., p. lxxv ) and was 
:discovered in a book named Vaivasvatasiddhanta written in 
1529 мр, (Ind. Ant, 1912, p. 9). The letter has been pub- 
Jished in vol. X of the Des, Cat. of the Society (p. 235). Dr. 
Śastri’s conjecture about the identity ofthe person ( Mahefa 
arman” ) who wrote the letter is entirely wrong. The letter 
was written in the Bengali script, and though not dated is 
"somewhat later than the manuscript of the work (named 
Jyotihsarasagara composed in 1450 Saka, Vivasvatasiddhantasara 
being only a part), The author of the work ( Gaurinatha 
of the Mukherji family) and all the persons referred to in 
the letter including Mahega undoubtedly belonged to Bengal. 
Mahega Thakkura of Mithila could never be supposed to have 
identified himself so immediately with the family of a Bengali 
scholar. There is absolutely no evidence that he was a pupil 
of Siromani or Cadamani of Bengal. The very idea of a 
Maithila pupil taking lessons from a Bengali scholar was quite 
unthinkable at that period. 


MADHUSUDANA Tuaxxveat might be 
regarded as the greatest Nyaya scholar of Mithila in the first 
half of the 16th century a.n. ‘The first section ( Mañgalavāda ) 
of his masterpiece the Kantakoddhara has been published 
( Tattvacintamani with Сота, S. B. Texts, 1939). In the 
third introductory verse he has boldly stated that his able 
arguments have removed all thorns. in the Aloka and the Mani 
and in the fourth verse he proudly advertised his scholarship: 
in eight different branches of literature (Nyaya, Vaidesika, 
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Mimansa, Vedanta, Mahābhāşya, Kavya, Dharmasastra and 
Mantrafastra). That it is not a mere idle boast wil be 
apparent even from a study of the small printed portion of his 
work. His masterly elaboration of Mimāħsā doctrines 
(pp. 60-64, 94-103, 141-45) and his quotations from Sri- 
ааба (р 40), Nyayamaharnava ( р. 41), Mahabhasya (р. 42), 
Dravyaprakasa (р. 60), Vațeśvara (р. 37, 67, 175), Uddyota 
(р. 67, 119) and his own father ( p. 34, 37, 76, 185 ) as well 
as his frequent refutations of previous glosses of unnamed 
scholars are some of the exceptional features of his perfor- 
mance. Unfortunately the printed portion forms only а 
hundredth part of his whole work. Weadd, therefore, brief 
notes on the unpublished parts. 


The first part of the Kantakoddhara ends with the colo- 
phon: gÈ aganna aAA AEA sumen: TR 
qui: (fol. 120a of А. S. Ms. No. G. 1439, dated 491 L.S, 
copied at Vikramapura in Mithila). The copy extends from 
the Primanyavada to the end. We traced three references to 
Pragalbha ( 4a, 12b & 16а) and an interesting one to an un- 
known scholar (20b : HRI azonga). We quote one 
remarkable passage ( fol. 58b ) :—m айтечбії qaq ( р. 653 
under Samavayavada ). 

"u— ШР" 
Rea аб йш аат eaaa: | 
sa аз я dfüred «п eres: I 
fed атитїзїн Süd. frin 
wia атата ed fg crm 
an ч sene aAa There are two fragments of 
this part at Tanjore ( Foll 27 and 131: vide Tanjore Cat., 
pp. 453-437). The colophon cited (р. 4537) from the 
larger fragment (fol. 126, at the end of the section on 
Sannikarsa ) is extremely important. According to it Madhu- 
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sadana wrote this commentary under the patronage of one 
‘Maharajadhirdja’ Ramardja described, among others, as ‘Kar- 
müaka-Cakravart?. The identification of this monarch is a 
great puzzle; there was no paramount king of that name in 
South India in the 16th century л, D. as far as we are aware. 
We shall discuss the point later on, Ina Darbhanga copy of 
this part ( No. р. 321, foll, 94) the author refers to his own 
invincibility thus : ( verse 2 ). 


атри HJIR | Ç 
атат чатӣч qar erem gr: lt 

There are two copies of the second ( Anumana ) part in 

the Asiatic Society ( Nos. G. 1444, foll, 174 and G. 1572, foll. 
142) both incomplete towards the end. It begins with the 
third verse of the first part. Madhusüdana is commonly belie- 
ved in Mithila to have successfully controverted the views of 
Siromani of Bengal. ‘This tradition is partially correct. There 
are eight passages in this part where Madhustidana has cited 
and refuted ‘Gauda’ views (No, 1572, fol. 21a, 23a, 28b, 31a, 
71b, 81a, 91b & 103b ), Of these the second quotation is the 
well-known definition of the term Vyapti technically known as 
gzafta originally formulated by Sárvabhauma ( Anumanamani- 
pariksa, fol, 14 ) and included among the famous ‘fourteen defi- 
nitions’ of Siromani. Here Madhusüdana also cited and refuted 
a passage of Pragalbha ( fol. 23а). The next passage runs :— 
an ч ra aequi тч 
qaa erenaam Wfresuq (fol. 28b ) The passage 
exactly occurs in Siromani at the very beginning of the Pürva- 
paksa section of Vyaptivada, It is an original explanation of 
romani and not borrowed from Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha. 
As far as we are aware Madhusüdana was the first among 
Maithila scholars to quote from Siromani, The long passage 
quoted in the section on Tarka (fol. 71b ) is also taken from 
Siromani, who under the heading &Rr put in a nutshell various 
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comments on the point found in Sarvabhauma ( fol, 63-65 ). 
The remaining five passages cannot be traced in Siromani, 
Sarvabhauma or Pragalbha and were evidently cited from other 
Gauda scholars, whose names and works were lost during Siro- 
mapi's great mastery. The ending verses and colophon of this 
part is cited below from а Palm-leaf copy preserved in the 
Darbhanga Raj Library. 


aft жеттин 8t 11 
эй: grt Red: 

ga: erga п! 
a аячы giam- 

aeg AfA ll 


: gia N ed RE EATEN- 
maam пача чата embah Il The scribe happens 


to be a grandson of the famous Bhagiratha Thakkura, the elder 
brother of Mahega Thakkura. The author's extra-ordinary 
confidence about bis own ability is reflected in the last verse. 
Tt should be carefully noted that this valuable copy gives the 
authors patron the important epithet ‘Karnata-Cakravarti’ 
found in the Tanjore copy and it is a clue to the identity of the 
unknown monarch, who evidently belonged to the famous 
“Karnata’ family of Nanyadeva and not to the Karnafa country. 
It is our conjecture that after the overthrow of the last 
"Oinwara' monarch Lakgminatha Kahsanarayana about 1526 
A.D, and before Mahega Thakkura acquired the kingdom of 
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Mithila in 1556 A. р. there was confusion in Mithila for about 
30 years when many distinguished scholars left Mithila to seek 
foreign patronage. For sometime at least a scion ofthe long 
lost ‘Kanata’ family might have taken the reins of Government 
in Mithila and under this monarch named Rāmarāja Madhu- 
sadana wrote bis monumental work somewhere within 1525- 
Д0 А.р. Ifit were written in a ‘foreign’ land Madhusiidana 
would not have failed to refer to bis Maithila origin in the 


colophon. 


The last part (Sabda) is preserved at Darbhanga Raj 
Library in three different fragments constituting the whole. 
The first portion (Ms. No. P. 110, foll. 148, up to Vidhivada ) 
begins as usual with the verse wusesegRe—&c. The next 
portion ( No. P. 981, foll. 81) ison Apürvavàda and the last 
portion (No. 97, foll. 72) goes to the very end, closing with 
the verse ngga gam &c. with the usual colophon, without 
however, the mention of the patron's name as found at the end 
ofthe first two parts, Perhaps the reign of Ramaraja had 
ended by that time, though the non-mention of the patron’s 
name should be confirmed from other copies. The Varanasi 
copy (5. B. Studies, Ш, рр. 155-6) also seems to omit the 
patron’s name. 


Madhusüdana composed a commentary named ‘Jirnod- 
dhara? on the Smrti work Samayapradipa of Sridatta (Ms, No. 
P. 326, foll. 43, dated 1652 Saka ) and another on Vacaspati’s 
Deaitanimaya (vide L. 1853, foll. 121, named “Jimoddhara” ). 
We examined the A.S. copy (No. С. 1589, foll. 107, called 
Prakasa) of the latter. It was written after Sabdakantakod- 
dhara (mentioned in fol. 31a ) and after the Samayapradipa- 
jimoddhara ( fol. 86а ): He refers once to his own Saradayika 
(fol. 15а). Partly due to maturity of age and partly also to 
the nature of the subject Madhustidana’s style is distinctly 
more sober here. He does not, moreover, refer to his royal 
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patron, whose connection with the great scholar must have been 
shortlived, We quote an interesting passage where the view- 
points of the Nyaya and the барі are contrasted : я fÈ immer 
зч чачпай TATAG AANE TUT =arareshsfs g Tata 
fq ( fol. 38a ). 


° Madhusüdana's age and family : Madhusüdana belonged to 
one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named 'Ghusota? 
ofthe Vatsa-gotra, He was the seventh son of his parents and 
his father was Govinda Thakkura, the celebrated author of the 
Kavyapradipa and Pajapradipa. Madhusüdana has quoted 
many passages of his father in the Kantakoddhara as well as 
the Jimoddhara (fol. 1062), proving that his father was also 
a scholar of the Ny&ya and the Smrti, in both of which he must 
have given lessons to his pupils, though it is doubtful if he had 
actually written any works on the two subjects. Madhusüdana's 
date is quite beyond any dispute now. It can be fixed 
from the following evidences. In the first place his elder 
brother Devanatha, the fifth son of Govinda, wrote one 
work in 400 L. S. and his last work in 1486 Saka (1564 а. р.) 
аға very old age. Taking Madhusüdana to be about 6 years 
younger to Devanatha his date of birth would be about 1500 
a.D. So that he was an exact peer in age of Mahefa Thakkura. 
Asa matter of fact the Darpana and the Kantakoddhara do 
not refer to each other, as far as can be ascertained. In the 
first flush of youthful zeal Madhusüdana must have wielded 
his powerful pen somewhere between 1525-35 a.D. to combat 
the opponents of the Aloka both of Mithila and Bengal, In 
a booklist dated 430 L.S. (ie. within 1540-50 a.p.) the 
mention of the Pratyaksa-Kantakoddh@ra ( see p. 129 above) 
proves that the book already circulated in Bengal in 1540 эр. 
This is confirmed by the following fact. Madhusüdena's 
mother was а daughter of Mahopadhyaya Vacaspati of the 
Mandara family, a first cousin of the famous Yajfiapati 
Upadhyaya. In other words she was а sister of Narahari, A 
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copy ofthe Pajapradipa was transcribed in 432 L.S.at the 
request of Madhusüdana ( preserved at Darbhanga ). 


Madhusüdana's eminence : Madhusüdana, more than any 
other scholar of his age in Mithila, was recognized as an 
authority in other lands. Besides the famous Annam Bhatta 
of South India he has been quoted by name in the Vyakarana- 
Siddhantasudhanidhi of Višvešvara ( Varanasi ed., pp. 58 & 69 y 
and in the Nyayasiddhantamala of Jayarama (5. B., Text, 
p.161). Moreover, it is our conjecture that one of the great- 
est scholars of Bengal Gunananda Vidyavagisa was a student 
of this Madhusüdana. For, in one of his works the Sabdaloka- 
viveka he referred to his professor thus ( Ms. No. 366 of the 
Sarasvati-Bhavana ) : 


AQAA SAAT STAT ATT | 
arta йїп TATA kêra t 


This echoes Madhusüdana's opening verse in all the parts of 
his work. Gunënanda was a contemporary of Bhavananda and 
flourished in the last half of the 16th century a. ». His pupi- 
lage under а Maithila scholar, if true, isa fact of supreme 
importance in Bengal’s relation with Mithila, which continued 
to attract superior scholars from Bengal even after the great 
mastery of Siromani, 


M.M. MADHAYA Migra: One of the last great 
Navyanyaya scholars of Mithila, who had written regular and’ 
expansive commentaries on the Aloka. He was the last of the 
four great M’s of Mithila, whose names are respectfully men- 
tioned by the great Annam Bhatta of South India at the begin~ 
ning of the latter’s Alokatika named Siddhamjana ( Madras. 
copy R. 1536, verse 5): 


Ян AUIE- 
dieat RT RATAN ez | 
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fai affiene- 
mmia 1 
Annam Bhatta, who consulted all the four great authorities 
upon the Aloka, evidently mentioned their names in the chro- 
nological order. Madhava, therefore, came last of all and this 
is confirmed by internal evidence. 


As far as we are aware there is only one copy of the first 
part of Madhava’s commentary now preserved in the Darbhanga 
Raj Library. This unique Ms. in palm-leaves ( Ms. No. 130, 
foll 204) is unfortunately incomplete towards the end. It 
oes up to the end of the section on Anyathakhyati and stops 
in the next sentence upon the original text of Сайдеба ( B. I. 
ed., р. 538). Madhava calls himself a 'satkavi' and this is 
amply borne out by the elegant verses at the beginning of this 
part, which are fully reproduced below. 


ята: ATE SENT aana 
F Вгтпйчяйтат ANG Tega | 
@at: gahi Aan 
аттиң Нача gara rund 


ma Ramae нелер? 

=a afa ae: ЙТ: жайат lia 
Radar iing 

tanqaq frd serrated fier (18. 
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wasata sra a amit Teer 


maaa à qud атай sqa | 
raf ойнада segnem 
a f wà азччанчтачч Йя lk 


fees (aero) (rare) | 
age чае gsm fagat ня: NG 


megnfzfa—frerferenudterap gef az ea юты fea 
adana: | The small portion we had 
examined of this book proves that a vast literature had grown 
up round the Aloka of Jayadeva and Madhava has cited 
passages from many authors, whose works are now lost. 
"There are several passages from а ‘Gauda’ ( fol, 48, 158 etc. ), 
of which the first passage is from Siromani. The Dasanoddhara 
` ( of Narahari ) is cited in the section on Pramanya i fol. 49); 
we have actually traced it in the Pratyahgadusanoddhara 
(London I, О. сору, fol. 20b). Several passages are cited 
from ‘Gurukarana’ (ie his father and teacher Khantara Mi$ra : 
fol. 49, 194 etc. ). But by far the largest number of quotations 
are from Upadhyaya (ie. Yajfiapati ) almost on every page 
from folio 1. We shall specially refer to a passage, which 
probably refers to the Darpana of Mahesa, who is curiously 
called by the contemptuous epithet ‘unreasonable’: Ўн 
aadnk wares att g ereudaeqest 
звтатата арга farfara sera mafia | qw! (fol. 4). 
This substantially agrees with Maheta’s views ( Alokadarpana, 
S. В, Text, pp. 17-18 ). 


There is a complete copy of the Апитапа part of 
Madhava’s work, cited by himself under the name of Anumana- 
lokaprakaía in the former part (fol. 3-4), inthe Sarasvati 
Mahal Library of Tanjore ( Des. Cat, pp. 4523-24). There 
is no opening verse. It ends ( fol. 293) : 
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а атара бытта Риад 
Agg этет qar: | 
ARATTIR AETA- 
wert fressen aana 1 


ure ната ae ASS ач 1 
fan Raar gatau: Il 

af aama anaa ER equ AS mew: | 
The manuscript is dated 1632 V.S. 'Asadha-Sudi 6 Some— 
this corresponds regularly to June 18, 1575 a.p. Monday. It 
was transcribed at the instance of Visvanàtha Tirtha ( probably 
of Varanasi, author of a commentary named Komala on 
Saédhara’s Nyayasiddhantadipa). The colophon proves that 
‘Madhava did not comment on the last part of the Aloka.’ The 
most important fact stated in the ending verse is that Madhava 
became famous by vanquishing the proud scholars of the 
court of Gajapati Mukunda, evidently the last great independ- 
ent monarch of Orissa. Mukurada reigned from about 1552 A.D, 
to 1568 др. when he was defeated by the Sultan of Bengal. 
Mukundadeva’s name is mentioned in the Saccaritamimansa 
of Vidyinivisa composed in МВО Saka ( 1558 4.5.) ( Vide 
Vahge Navyanyayacarcd, p.69 & 75). Madhava, therefore, 
must have composed thiswork about 1555 a.D., probably before 
Maheéa Thakkura (whom he had characterised as ‘unreason- 
able’ ) acquired the kingdom of Mithila. The date of the 
transcricript (1575 һр.) also points to the same conclusion. 
"The author’s triumph as a debater and а scholiast is further 
confirmed by Annam Bhatta, who mentioned his name.in his 
own comentary. 


Mathava’s family: Miclhava Migra's name has been 
traced in the Раз of Mithila. He belongs to the famous 
Sodarapura family, whore celebrity is considerably enhanced 
by the discovery of his rame and that of his father there, His 
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name is found in the ‘Kaaka’ branch of the family and his des- 
cent is as follows, Ratneívara's second son was M. M. Sure- 
vara, the common ancestor of many distinguished scholars. 
The branch of Sureévara's family runs: M. M. Sureévara— 
M. M. Vigvanatha — Ratinatha — Dalu—Aphela—Divakara— 
“Prabhakarparanimaka—M. M. Khintara—M. М. Madhava 
—Miahopidhyiya Bhagiratha. This Madhava is, therefore, опе 
generation later than his namesake ( the son of Jayadeva ) and 
the author of the Aloka, on which he commented, was his 
grand-uncle. It was for this reason probably that Madhava 
expressed his contempt®for Mahefa Thakkura, who belonged 
to a different family. This Madhava like many distinguished 
scholars of Mithila was equally famous in Smrti, in which he 
wrote a book named Divyadipika, A copy of it is preserved 
in the Darbhanga Raj Library (vide Mithila Mss., Vol. 1, 
pp. 225-26), One of the charming opening verses is cited 


below : 
pierre gata ga Tak 
атата Bergada gam retient 
ч=п ernir: mada 
feat fadt аач: Mariaa: Ú 
Kziava Mina TARERAORRYA: author of a 
commentary on the original Nyayasütras named Gautamiya- 
satraprakata. There isa copy іп palm leaves (Ms. No. 52, 
foll 92) preserved in Raj Library, Darbhanga, It is un 
fortunately wanting in the beginning and the end. In the 
‘Asiatic Society there isa copy of scattered leaves (Ms. No. 
3105, 24 leaves in total), containing, however, the first leaf, 
full of lacunas, and the last. 
Tt begins : [ sama ] sirda [ anjrak | 
nä [ramana 98 ] 1 
era ач ersa sarea tenala- 
maam чаті rasta area |] 
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“The valuable end and colophon run : ( fol. 15b ) 
saree MATT | 
rarahan fafaa 11 
sira sada sasa: qañfsr бгепга Tai 1 
бае 99а rome: wiegt war эр: 1 
=m sert ffe st g AR ип | 
am: апач Яя: f went 
зіч ягад чтеатаччічт а атечеата заба laqana h 
чата: sara: NYARA 
"The total number of Sütras is thus recorded at the end: 
I. 404-20 560/11. 68 + 68 136/III. 69 + 73 —142/IV. 68+49= 
117/V. 43+24= After this there are three figures 60/5/22. 
The number of Sitras totalling 522 is lesser than the earlier 
standard versions. This copy on paper belonging to one Gopi 
Bhatta is very old, but the Darbhanga copy is older still. The 
title “Tarkācārya’ is not found in the Darbhanga copy, where 


at the end of the first chapter the following important colophon 
occurs : 


Фића чта ааа | 
Wada жеп qamara | 
sf ята чтапа:Эчтееатеа атаб З ачат mai 
У 


It is also recorded at the end of П. i that the author taught 
both Nyaya and Vedanta at Каб : 
great erat carae | 
ANR curn |1 
It was apparently due to his residence at Varanasi that his fame 
as a teacher of more than one thousand pupils reached the 
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shore of the ocean. The following two notes found in the fifth 
+ chapter of the book prove that he had previously written a. 
treatise named Tarkatandava: sufi aad afi mhae 
(fol. 23а). чат ч аспен] aan srafiad maras? (fol. 34b). 


Fortunately the author has clearly mentioned the name of 
the family to which he belonged as well as the particular branch 
of it, in another treatise named Sankhyaparimayam ( Ms. No. 
43-2 of the Darbhanga Raj Library, foll. 31). Verses 4-5 at 
at the begining of this work run :— 


Tanaga | 
атаа деда frasa fara 1 
damarna | 
aR aad medea 1 
seri gana 
It ends: sre Her Ёг аттатпай aa 1 


speret de; Фб ФҸ я fd di 

zz qararan TETP eg e akan Ragan 
чїнтацетё een il 
In the Pañjis the name ofthe author has been traced exactly 
jn the Kataka branch ofthe famous Sodarapura family. The 
genealogy is as follows : М. M. Vigvanatha—Ratinatha—Migra 
Dalu—Migra Gadadhara—Mahopadhyaya Vigo ( 3rd. son )— 
Mahopadhyaya Kefava, He had four sons and his wife's name 
was Sobha. He was thus а second cousin ‘of Khantara Міга 
( а.) and two generations later than Saükara Міга, “He 
must have written his works about 1525 a.o, and was the 
leading scholar evidently at thé court of Maharaja Laksminatha 
Kansanarayana of Mithila, the last monarch of the Oinwara 
dynasty.’ ‘His’ name; therefore, is one more addition to the 
list of the galaxy of scholars belonging to. the Sodatapura. 


x 
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family that shed lustre on the cultural history of Mithila for 
several centuries. 


DuvanArna Tuaxkura, TARKAPANORNANA: 
a renowned author of Mithila, better known as the ‘Sapta-kau- 
mudikara’. The names of these ‘seven’ Kaumudis are :— 


1. Adhikaranakaumudi on Mimansa as applied to the Dharma- 
fastra ( Varanasi ed., 1926, рр. 62). 

2. Kalakaumudi on Smrti (vide Mithila Mss., Vol. I, p. 54, 
foll. 70 ). 

3. Kavyakaumudi on Rhetorics. ( Peterson's 3rd Rep. ) 

4. Tantrakaumudi written in 1486 Saka ( 1564-5 a. D. )*. 

5. Mantrakaumudi written in 400 L. S. 

6. Siddhantakaumudi ( cited in No. 1, p. 6 ) 

7. Smytikaumudi (published in Mithila Granthamala up to 
p. 144). None of these works, however, belong to Navyanyaya 
in which he is known to have composed a work named Aloka- 
parisista. А copy of this rare book was discovered at Dinajpur 
in Bengal ( Н. P. Sastri: Notices, III, рр. 74-5, foll. 143) ; it 
was transcribed at the request of the author himself (ram 
SENTHE KINGAN) in 443 L. S. ( Чч тв s= ). 
There is а copy preserved at Poona (В. О. R, I, No. 310 
of 1880-81 foll. 1-42, 48-105 ), It begins :— 


<a aranira frre 
этип: | 


Ug KATATA 
areferefiraagatinn: aire: 112 


Т. The date Saka 1486 at the end of a copy in Assamese bark (in. 
possession of the present writer ) is certainly that of composition as the 
сору itself is not во old, The date of the Mantrakáumudt is thus Fecorded 
in copies of 436 and 442 L. S. (examined by Prof, R. Jha ) :=33È T70- 
‘ae freenet l- The reading Pag saka ( Mithila Mss., I, Introd., 
р. 4) seems to be wrong. 
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tema ders | 
Rear qara ЧЫЙТ agenti lis 


жоет! wmfuÑescmenaaria< аа эпйкчтитапет: | aa safi 
Uds чараа AT | 


It should be noticed that unlike the present copy where 
the author proves himself an worshipper of Rama and Siti the 
Dinajpur copy makes him a devotee of Siva, though the 2nd 
introductory verse is the same in both. The first passage is 
from the Aloka. It ends with along note ona passage of the 
Upamana part, which no other scholar of Mithila ( except the 
versatile Gokulanatha ) ever touched. 


жч зйаччбчғатаспат ачса атачатачдя: || Devanatha 


has recorded тапу important ѓасіз about himself апа his father. 


He was the fifth son of his father ( ачта А sae, 
Mantrakaumudi, v. 7, Tantrakaumudi v. 4 ). When the Mantra- 
haumudi was written in 400 L. S, (not later than 1519 4, р, > 
his father was alive (afirq ww gat RATA aaa v. 3). He 
must then have been quite young, for he states at the end of 
the book :— 


wia wdsar crema Раб: | 
UE TA нї sma gaman 1 
Не has given his genealogy from Ravikara ( v. 3 ) and descri- 
bed his father as well-versed in Mimañsa, Vedanta and Nyaya :. 
(v4). 
Aaima а: eara fri me: 
A S arafñirarearaq a Raaraqraeqfa: | 


x 
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saisi Prada aain ат я at 

AASEN NRTA ll 
At the end also his father is extolled as wedded to Lady Logic :- 

анааан TATA 

абет aa yan fafa: gaia: | 
"There cannot be any doubt, therefore, that Devanatha (and 
his younger brother Madhusüdana ) read Nyaya with his own 
father and the ‘Gurucarana’ mentioned in the Alokaparisista 
evidently refers to his own father. In the Adhikaranakanmudi 
Devanütha mentions a separate teacher named Soma Bhatta, 
who seems to have been a non-Maithila scholar possibly of 
Varanasi. At the end of the Tantrakaumudi he advertised his 
all-round scholarship, just like his brother Madhusüdana, as 
follows :— 


Here we are confronted with the problem of his patronage by 
the king of Kamatà, which is identical with the kingdom of 
Kuchvihara. Devanatha distinctly says in the colophon that 
the book was written at the request of Malladeva Naranarayana, 
who reigned from 1555 to 1587 a. р. The colophon runs :- 
aft antenin Raa wur 

чача: aaa: | 
дт {#=% II ( fol. 100 ). The date of composition ( 1564-5 а, р.) 
falls in the first decade of the reign, proving that Devanatha 
‘сате to Kuchvihara soon after the coronation of Malladeva in 
1555 a. D. The Tantrakaumudi also states that before he came 
to Kuchvihara he had enjoyed the patronage of another monarch 
Gajapati Govindadeva :— 
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wat fiet rre егйп 

еп и: MENTAR яя аса яп чч | 

faite same qué рны 
[CN MEC A d 
(Introd. у, 5) 

The identity of this monarch is yet to be established. There 
cannot be any doubt that Devanitha left Mithila after the over- 
throw of the Oinwara dynasty about 1526 a. n. and adorried 
more than one royal courts outside Mithila. The Mantrakau- 
mudi was certainly written when he was still in Mithila, It is 
our surmise that his Nyaya work was composed about 1525 А. 
when he was still in Mithila. About a decade older than his 
brother Madhusüdana, the seventh son of his father, Deva- 
тайа was born about 1490 а, p, and wrote the Tantrakaumudi 
when he was full 75 years old. We refrain from citing the 
magnificent panegyrics of Malladeva found in abundance in the 
latter book, where the author's poetic talents are displayed in. 
full. 


CHAPTER VI 
MODERN SCHOLARS 


M, M. GorTLANATNHA UrAnDHYAYA: The 
greatest academic figure of Mithila during the last 400 years. 
"There is hardly any branch of Sanskrit literature, which he has 
not adorned by his masterly pen. He wrote learned works, 
big and small on Nyaya, Vaigesika, Vedanta, Philosophy of 
Grammar, Rhetorics, Poetry and Drama, Astronomy and Astro- 
logy, Civil Laws as well as Rituals. Unfortunately no attempt 
has yet been made to give a complete picture of his literary 
achievements and properly assess the value of his works, which 
are likely to reach three figures in total number. And the 
wonder is that his towering figure emerged late in the Mughal 
period,when there was all-round decay and disaster everywhere 
in India. 


Gokulanitha was born, as far аз we can ascertain, in the 
decade 1640-50 a.n. The Mélagrima of the family is 
Phanandaha (whence Phannahavara) belonging to the Sandilya 
gotra (Madhyandina Sakha of the Sukla Yajurveda). This 
family was originally an inferior one and was raised in status 
only recently, He read with his own father M. M. Pitambara 
Vidyanidhi and became what was commonly known in Mithila 
a "Barayantr?' after passing the public test of highest scholarship. 
Ina declaration, recently discovered, by his grandson M. M. 
Райа a complete succession list of professors through whom 
Lady Logic (WARA fre) was handed down lineally 
through 13 generations, covering about 300 years, has been 
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carefully recorded, Gokulanatha is number IK іп this list, 
immediately following his father Pitambara (Мо. УШ). 
Pitambara was a pupil of M. M. Vamadeva Upadhyaya 
(No. VIL), whom Gokulanatha has actually cited as his 
"Paramaguru So the list can be taken as authentic. 
Gokulanatha was a versatile genius from his boyhood as stated 
by himself. One of his best and mostlearned works isa 
commentary on Vacaspati’s Dvaitaniraya which was named 
Kadamvaripradipa in commemoration of his deceased 
daughter", At the end of this work he wrote :— 


=татеата=аҹат ҹат qasqa: | 
gant: adf: wa eus ин 1 


So, according to his own admission his studies covered all the 


1 Proc. of the Oriental Conf., Benares, 1946, pp. 309-25—an illu- 
minating paper by Prof, R. Jha on ‘The Declaration of a Sarayantri’, Vide 
рр. 318-23 for an account of Gokulanātha and his family with a geneo- 
logical table, Jagaddhara (fol. 56b of Tattvadipini on Vasavadatta A. S, Ms. 
No, 9276) explains: Sar: Ew eft ena raad Raia- 

т: A Ms, of Gañgefa's work dated 4(0)1 L.S., now preserved 
in the Raj Library, Darbhanga, was presented to a scholar ‘upon a 
Sarayantra’ WOT «fid qea ( fol. 126b). So the word did not mean 
strings. 


2, Ms, No. I. D. 5(pp. 10-75) of the Asiatic Society. On p, 20 
at the end of the section on Namadvaita Gokulanatha records the pathetic 
prayer: 


STRA STAT гиче апаа: | 
чё arra ач I чейн aaa I 
There is another large work, divided into 16 ullasas, named Kunda- 

Kadambarl, preserved in the Raj Library (complete in 95 foll.), where 
there is a still more pathetic reference to his beloved daughter. 

жп gera ga: sfr gat 

SUR ex aerate er эген яаа | 

iit чїй frega qmm 7 

Эл w Пн gka ea rer aT 1 


Y 
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ranches of Sanskrit literature. His assiduity in studies was 
helped according to tradition, by a Divine Grace. At the 
beginning of the above Sarayantra declaration it is written that 
the first professor received the Vidya ‘through the grace of 
Dakgpamürt' ( «рат: wama). Though the family of 
Gokulanatha is well-known in Mithila as devoted to the 
Tantrika cult, it is said, it was initiated through divine inspi- 
ration to the mystic formula of the supreme God of Knowledge: 
also for sometime and the none too high Phanandaha family 
shot up in the learned world beyond all expectation. It is also 
said that the family dwindled into insignificance again when 
the formula was passed on against the divine bidding to a scior 
ofa different family. Mafgroni near Madhubani the native 
village of Gokulanatha became as famous as Navadvipa or 
Varanasi since the times of Gokulanatha, but though its fame 
has not yet vanished the God of Knowledge had forsaken the 
family of Gokulanatha long ago. 


Tt is said that Gokulanatha left Mithila in his early life 
and was a courtier of a Mahomedan(?) ruler Fateh Sah of 
Garhwal at the foot of the Himalayas ( Sinha's Hist. of Tirhut, 
p.133). Не must have gone there in the last quarter of the 
century as Fateh Sah died in 1699 лр. According to tradition 
he wrote seven works while at Garhwal, of which one Ehavali 
on Prosody is preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library. It was 
written under ‘Fattepatisthabhtipah’. Gokulanatha next 
adorned the court of Maharaja Madhava Sinha of Mithila 
( 1700-1739 4.0. ) and, according to tradition, died at Varanasi 
when he was about 90 years old (Introd. to Gokulanatha’s 
drama Amrtodaya, Muzaffarpur, 1925 ). The date of his death, 
would fall in our surmise in the decade 1730-40 мл, A definite 
date is recorded by’ Gokulanatha in his learned work on 
Astronomy named Masamimansa. The whole passage is cited 
below. 
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іча afrika: | 

чёїтйзгата: аата айат AAT 
qR KATATA | gd sCweqifazaafed) sam s fraam— 
aq wienn А640 crea Fare яшы: 
(fol. Ba of Ms. No. 592 of the Mithila Institute). Gokula- 
nütha's statement is correct as there was actually a Malamāsa in 
"Vaifákha in the year 1631 Saka corresponding to 1709 a.D. 
falling in the reign of Madhava Sitha. 

Among the 13 professors mentioned in the above men- 
tioned declaration only Gokulanatha is specially panegyrized 
in the following words: ife safar geen arena: frii- 
aqa Pratanda, =arafra=aqam agg: лайт: AETA- 
{їч Hail SAT ( lines 8.10 ) Gokulanitha rose to be the 
Supreme Head of the University of Mithila, so to speak, 
making decisions on all conceivable subjects. The greatest 
literary achievement of Gokulanatha was his attempt to dis- 
credit Siromani, the great refuter by arguments of all previous 
decisions, and he wrote many works like the Siddhantatattva 
to that end, This statement of his grandson is important for 
the history of Navyanyaya in Mithila and as we shall presently 
see, is substantially correct. 

NAYA WORKS op Goxotan&tma : Among all the branches 
of Sanskrit literature mastered by Gokulanatha the hardest nut 
cracked by him was of course Navyanyaya, which had already 
reached the final stage of development in the hands of Gada- 
dhara of Bengal ( 1604-1709 ^. т. ) about a generation before 
"Gokulanátha. In the final colophon to his work on Smrti 
named Kundakadamvari (Ms. at Raj Library, Darbhanga ) 
Gokulanátha's title is recorded as ‘Mahamahopadhyaya Sattarka- 
paficinana’ (i. е, lion in all the six divisions of dialectics ), а 
true description of his invincible career as a dialectition. 
Among his works on Navyanyaya the following have been so 
far discovered. 


yY 
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(1) Cakrara$mi—commentary on the Tattvacintamani. 

(2) Dibkalanirüpana—Mss. Raj Library, Darbhanga. 

(3) Didhitividyota—com. on Raghunatha's Tattuacinta- 
manididhiti. 

(4) Kusumaftjalitippana. 

(5) Khandanakuthara—Ms, Raj Library, Darbhanga. 

(6) Laghavagauravarahasya. 

(7) Mithyatvanirukti. 

(8) Nyayasiddhantatattva. 

(9) Padavakyaratnakara, 

(10) Saktivada, 


GIRIDHAROPADHYAYA : The chance discovery ofa 
“single manuscript and the enterprise of an eminent logician of 
‘Mithila, fivanatha Migra Tarkatirtha Nyāyaratna* ‘are responsi- 
‘ble for the publication of the Vibhaktyarthanirnaya (Chowkh. ed., 
1902, pp. 477), one of the best books on the subject ever 
“written in India, А cousin and pupil of the great Gokulanatha 
of Mahgroni, the author treated the subject in such a masterly 
way both from the grammarian's and logician's point of view 
that even Gokulanitha must have yielded his palm to him in 
many places. When Giridhara wrote, say, about 1720 a. p, the 
most glorious period of Navadvipa has definitely ended with 
the death of Gadadhara in 1709 a. р. and the signs of a distinct 
revival of the ancient glory of Mithilà were discernible at 
Mahgroni. Paninian studies, which never influenced the works 
of Jagadiša and Gadadhara of Bengal, shed lustre on Giridhara's 


1. Jivan&tha was the second ‘Tarkatirtha’ of Mithila and passed in 
1893 as a pupil of Yadunatha Sarvabhauma of Navadvipa. Не lived at 
‘Sugaun’ and belonged to the Sodarapura family. The first "Tarkatirtha" 
of Mithila was $antagopala Jha, who passed in 1892 as pupil of KailaSa 
‘Siromani of Varanasi, Umefa Mira (pupil of Sivacandra Sarvabhatima 
of Mulajore College ) and Vecana Jha ( pupil of Yadunátha Sarvabhauma 
of Navadvipa) passed in 1895. In the very first year of examination in 
1879 passed two scholars evidently of Mithila, who should be identified : 
‘Khadganatha Jha and Apuccha Jha ‘Tarkopadhyaya’. 
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work, which succeeded in keeping the enormous subtleties of 
Gadadhara within reasonable bounds without discarding them. 
Unlike his professor Gokulanatha, who had displayed some 
animus against the Bengal authorities, Giridhara cited Siromani 
with due regard. 


| Gitidhara began his work with an obeisance to the god 
Siva and to his own parents. It is interesting to note that he gives. 
the epithet siana: to his father Mahopadhyaya 
Vagiga, who was also, therefore, a distinguished logician. Vagiga 
was the younger brother of Gokulanatha’s father, being the 
fourth son of his parents (vide the family table published in 
the Proc. Or. Conference, Benares session, р. 318). He fre- 
quently refers to his teacher Gokulanitha and his famous work 
Padavakyaratnakara and mostly approves his views with addi- 
tional arguments (TOWANG fa чите TE! | 
чї: ЇЇ pp. 37-40. See also pp. 45, 58, 126-30. 142, 166, 
184, 207, 225, 284-5, 312, 323-25, 342, &c. up to p. 443). To 
give an idea of the courses of studies then current in the great- 
est centre of Sanskrit culture in Mithila an alphabetical list of 
the authorities cited by Giridhara is given below. 


Anumanadidhiti (р. 369), Akhyatavada (рр. 24, 85 & 
114) of Siromani. Atmatattvavivekadidhiti (194), Kasika. 
(51, 53-4), Kusumarijali ( {ятар Ётнн=й p. 31 ), Kaiyyata 
(375), Kaunda Bhatta (р. 200), Gaudah ( 339, 346-47 being 
a refutation of Jagadita's Sabdaaktiprakasika П. 129 & 359), 
Darpane Thakkurah : this important passage runs as follows :~ 


derradan ae ( Pratyaksa part, B. I. ed. 
во Н eid or эа ftir четечечат- 
aA {йя чч тап Ә9кая freenet Әт: 1 Didhitiket 
(р. 80), Prakasa ( я®тй radere: р. 366 the reference 
is to the Dravyakiranavaliprakasa of Vardhamina ), Pratyahsa- 
loka ( qarqa; fui: р. 251), Bhattapada (p.106), Bhasya- 
Vartika-Tatparya (p.117), Mandana Mira (р. 12122), 
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Magha (р. 74), Migra i. е, Jayadeva ( pp. 37, 202 & 251), 
Sabdaloha ( Teri fam: р. 202), Sakarabhasya (р. 137), 
Sivaditya (p. 251), Soddandopadhyaya (? read Sondada р. 161), 
Hari i. e. Bhartrhari, author of the Vakyapadiya (pp. 128-9 & 
449), The Karika gra: =аччеғата &c, has been ascribed to 
Bhartrhari evidently on the authority of Jagadiéa’s SabdaSahti- 
prakasika ; the mention of Bhabhata, who was most probably 
posterior to Bhartrhari, proves the ascription to be extremely 
doubtful, if not positively wrong, The Karika has not been 
quoted by any writer before Jagadia and seems on the face of 
it of non-Paninian origin, 


Giridhara proves himself very well-read in the Mithila 
and Bengal authors of the Navyanyaya as well as the recent 
Paninian works written at Varanasi. The mention of Mahega 
Thakkura’s Darpana proves that it was studied at Mahgroni, 
obviously from patriotic considerations, No other commentary 
-on the Aloka is mentioned in the list, 


М. M. ROPANATHA "THAKKURA ( TAREARATNA ) : a protege 
and close relative of Maharaja Madhava Sirha (1775-1807 A.D.) 
of Mithila, at whose request he wrote a sub-commentary on 
the Alokadarpana of MaheSa, We reproduce below verses 3-6 
‘from its beginning :— 


б азат gafasanenfatteer 9. 

дайча ч ачары «Бї этат ачта 
Зі Weng rre ds тит 

CIEN ачат 5400 wp WW ПА 
эте, À Рабату aaia: sfr wee: ga 

masa: рс Їй «атан mera: 1 
TRTTQOWEISET ача: MARAT TTT 

== warisan TUATHA: ga: Пе 
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чета asa: gue: UEA TARA: 
sasarengan grana: wari ffi: | 
am Sa fé fagemengreqerafir- 
deus ag ача рей ечат sfa 1x 


эптей, аен sfera: йч: йй 
аат азая бачча часа ачта дё: | 
ama a fan «тат 
ей wêdia qfeftraqsrar wrana NG 


The colophon runs : xfer я&тяїчтета Aga agati naa 
Жїн кчт Raada paaa amar! It is 
thus a gloss on the. first part ( up to the Vyaptivada ) on the 
Anumanalokadarpana. Riipanatha also composed advanced 
notes called Vivecana on the knotty parts of Navyanyaya, 
according to the then current standard of scholarship obtaining 
in Mithila and Bengal. His notes оп ће Samanyanirukti of 
Gadadhara were discovered. Riipanatha also wrote at the 
request of his patron a Chandogahnika on the religious duties 
of the Samavedins ; it is still current in Mithila, 


Rüpanátha was a direct descendant of М. M. Damodar 
Thakkura, the immediate elder brother of Mahe$a Thakkura. 
He belonged to the village Sarvasima, where his descendants. 
still survive. He was 7th in descent from Damodar and was 
born evidently about 1750 4.0. For, in the interesting Judge- 
ment ( Vyavasthüpatra ) in Sanskrit dated in 1716 Saka ( 1794 
A.D.) Ripanatha’s name along with that of his eldest son 
Madhusüdana is mentioned; Rüpanátha's father was the 
defendant in the suit, Rüpanatha died shortly before 1750 
Saka (18284.5.), in which year his son Mahopádhyiya 
Acyuta Thikura established a temple of Siva named 
"Acyuteávara". 

1. АШ the above details about Rupandtha are taken from an excellent 
monograph in Maithili named ‘Candraptikulaprasasti’ written by Pandit 
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It should be noticed that Ripanatha prosecuted his 
studies on Navyany&ya neither at Navadvipa nor at Varanasi, 
but in Mithila under Mahamahopadhyaya Subodha, who must 
have been a superior scholar in the second half of the 18th 
century, though his name is now completely forgotten. Among 
the own sons of Rūpanātha two became scholars of repute viz. 
Acyuta and M. M. Mukunda Thakura and both of them 
specialised in Navyanyaya, but they are not known to have 
composed any work on the subject. 


Viévas&rna JHA: a celebrated Noiyàyika of 
of Darbhanga. He belonged to a famous Srotriya family of 
Thadbi. He originally read with Paramesvara Jha and Rddhi- 
mitha Jha the talented scholars of Cakauti village and finished. 
his studies at Navadvipa with Goloka Nyayaratna, the famous 
Patrikakara, and after his death with Prasanna Tarkratna. 
He was exclusively a scholar of the latest phase of Navyae 
nyaya. When Maheía Nyayaratna visited his seminary at 
Darbhanga in 1891 he had eight students, the largest number 
of Nyaya students in the whole of Mithila. He wrote a 
learned Patrika named Siddhantasara on Vyadhikarana, one of 
the knottiest sections of Gahgefa. Не also composed ап 
extensive commentary named PrakaSa on Udayana’s Lakşanā- 
vali, which was fortunately published from Varanasi ( 1822 
Saka, pp. 195). At the end of the book he has given the 
following account about himself :— 


sedis angagra anana wari she 
аря бачтебн гич: emar: wea: | 
Jivananda Thakura, great-great-grandson of Rüpanatha (1999 V. S., рр. 82 
and Asst, Librarian, Raj Library, Darbhanga. Vide pp. 24-32 for 
Rüpanitha's account, pp. 35-36 for ‘Acyutelvara’ and the reading of itè 
inscription and. pp. 77:80 for the Judgement reproduced from the J. B. О. 
R. S, 1920. It is a full and authentic account of-Dàmodára and his 


descendants, voe d 
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ачай абаад Вангел: 
атачтчічачаі батада awana; || 
=ч afra- 
ka aa a aa | 
PINI: ачта sera 
R gai faasa) 
чн Airnean i GMT 
чөйя®тї: ama: 1 (p.193). The editor noted that it was 
composed іп Сайта 1805 Saka ( 1884 a. D. : smfrazsteraezfint 
WÈ p. 195). There are quotations from the Muktavali (p 19) 
Jagadiga ( p. 24), Sabkara Migra whose, views оп Tejastva are 
refuted (р. 47 ) and the Vadivinoda of Šañkara ( p. 55), which 
was not yet printed. Viśvanātha has divided the original 
book into four parts ( Pratyaksa etc. ) after Сайвеќа (pp. 113, 
163: Upamina finished in only a few lines). This is quite 
novel, though quite in keeping with the commentator’s pro 
fession, For, all up-to-date scholars of Navyanyāya bring 
down every topic under the four grand divisions of Gangesa’s 
work, 


Kavinarna: Thereis a сору in palm leaves ofa 
commentary on the Pratyaksakhanda of Gañgefa by one 
Kaviratna preserved in the Darbhanga Raj Library ( Ms. No. 
P. 10, foll. 88 incomplete towards the end ). It begins : 


sS afk: sent qual ag: | 
war Ara ч athe freni I 


ltseems tobe an attempt to point out all erroneous expla- 
nations upon Сайдеба. The only Kaviratna known in Mithila 
isa grand pupil of Gokulanatha. He is thus eulogised by the 
famous Maithila poet Canda Jhà : 


Sexgüfiagear Agama 3 ara: | 
ач? freer этиң, feet mft: I 
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=a: 96091 wa err frena: | 
t di Анта ege! geret tl 
ehe gahi araa menge: 1 


( Kast-Sivastuti cited in Sinha’s Hist. of Tirhut, p. 144) 
Narendra Sihha of Mithila (reigned 1743-70 a. р.) was the 
son of Gokulanztha's patron Raghava Siñha. Kaviratna 
flourished, therefore, in the third quarter of the century, when 
studies on the original text of Gañgeša were almost forgotten. 


It should, however, be mentioned here that Vagiéa was 
the name of an uncle (younger brother of the father) of Gokula- 
natha and it is extremely unlikely that the uncle took lessons 
from the nephew. If some other Vagiéa, pupil of Gokulanatha, 
is mentioned in the above tradition it requires careful investi- 
gation. Otherwise the tradition cannot be accepted as beyond 
any dispute. 

Duarmaparra Јал (aliasBacoa Ju A) was 
the most renowned scholar of Mithila in recent times, who 
earned for his versatility and profundity of learning the title 
"Master of all sciences’ ( Sarvatantra-svatantra ). He belonged 
to one of the premier Srotriya families of Mithila named 
Gangauli of the Sandilya gotra, His granfather M. M. 
Ratnapani Jha adorned the courts of Maharaja Chatra Siñha 
(1807-39), his son Rudra Siñha (1839-50) and the latter's 
son Mahegvara Sitha (1850-50). Under their patronage 
he wrote a dozen works, mostly on Smrti, Васса Jha was 
born in March (1860 a.n. He studied, taught pupils and 
composed works all his life and died in harness in August 1918 
at the age of 59 only, when he was serving the Muzaffarpur 
Sanskrit College as its Principal. He took lessons successively 
from Jatadhara Jha ( of Pilokhwar ), Viévanatha Jha (of Thadhi, 
his maternal uncle), Babujana Jha (of Pilokhwar ), Bala 
Sastri and Višuddhananda Sarasvati (both of Varanasi). When 
M. M. Maheša Nyáyaratna, Principal of the Calcutta Sanskrit 
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College, visited his seminary at Nowani in 1891, he had 19 
students with him reading six different subjects, Asa con- 
summate scholar he wielded his powerful pen in many subjects, 
though most of his works remain unpublished, In Vedanta 
he wrote a gloss on the Advaitasiddhicandrika, while his 
sub-commentary Gadharthatattvadloka on — Madhusüdana's 
Сайра has been published. He wrote besides а Campi 
named. Sulocand-Madhava. -He wrote many dissertations and 
glosses on the latest phase of Маууапудуа, some of which 
have been published securing for him a permanent place 
among the authors of Mithila, The published books are : 

1. Vivrti on Jagadifa's Vyaptipa?icaka ( Varanasi, 1923, 
pp 41). 

2. -do-  -do-  Siddhantalaksana (-do- , 1925, 
193 ). 

"The closing verses are reproduced as a specimen of his 


style: . 
` Temata sanak ferrent | 
афатабиаяӘ qa]: araa: 19 
rarasira чя aa 
Wila ат gig TAS far 1 
mineng gA- 
ddi ag weg MERETE: I 


© 3. Viwti on Gadadhara’s’ Samanyanirukti ( Varanasi, 
1935, рр. үн 

4. Gudharthatattualoka on Gadadhara's Vyutpattivāda 
(Bombay, 1912, Published in his lifetime). This elaborate 
work made the author's name celebrated throughout India. 
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The following is a list of his unpublished works, Advan- 
«ced notes on Jagadiga’s Avacchedahatvanivukti, Vyaptyanugama, 
Paksata, Avayava, Savyabhicara, Satpratipaksa and Gadā- 
dhara's Saktivada, He also commented on the Khandana and on 
Vardhamana’s Kusumaitjaliprakafa. His explanation of Ananda- 
piirna’s two knotty phrases on [gvaranumana, which taxed the 
brains of all the best scholars of his times, has been published 
( Chowkh. ed, of Khandana with 5 commentaries, pp. 5-7). 
He, moreover, proved his acumen by writing commentaries on 
the older classics the Nyayabhasya and Vacaspati’s Tatparyatika, 
whose studies revived only late in his life. His masterly style 
is illustrated in the following closing verses of his gloss on the 
Avacchedakatvanirukti, which convey a double meaning : 


Many of his pupils and grand-pupils are still carrying his 
banners in various parts of India’. 


1. Weare indebted to one of his wortby pupils Pandit Šafinath Jha 
for some of the details given above, He bas himself emulated his great 
teacher by writing avery advanced thesis on ‘Tritalavacchedakatavada 
(lit. three-storied edifice of the term Avacchedakata ), which, happily, has 
been published by the Mithila Institute, For list of Васса Jha’s works 
vide Introd, to his gloss on Samanyanirukti ( Kashi Sans. Series, 1935 ). 
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117, 172, 175,177, 198 


“rahasya 9 

“upaya 102, 129 

“wilasa 71,118 

viua 72,93, 116, 

118-20, 166 

Dulala Tarkavagisa 133 


Durveka Mira 16, 23, 29, 31 
Dusanoddhara 122, 184 


Duaitanimaya 113, 150, 164, 


166 
of Jivanatha 113f 
of Narahari 113 


of Vacaspati П 113, 
157, 180, 194 


°pradipa 113 
Duaitaparifista of KeSava 157 
Dvirüpakofa. 47 
Dvitiya-prakasa 118 

°vartika 118 
Dvivedi V, Р. 10, 147 
Eggeling 144n 
Ekavali 195 
Fateh Sah 195 


Gadadhara (Bhattácárya) 44, 
41, 76, 80, 84, 126, 197, 


2C0, 204 
Gadhivarhfanucarita. 173 
Ganakarika 36 
Ganaratnamahodadhi 47 
Gangaditya 114 
Gañgānātha Jha 110, 134, 141 
GaiigeSopadhyaya — I, 38-41, 


44, 558, 60-63, 65f, 69, 73- 
102, 1069, 113, 115% 
1226 125, 12830, 134f, 
146, 150, 150n, 152, 155, 
160-62, 165, 167-9, 183, 
194n, 201, 205 

Gauda 198 
-Mimásaka би, 35 
Gauridigambaraprahasana 134 
Gaudorvifakulaprafasti. 42, 49 


u 


теи 


€ v J 


Gaurikanta 102 
Gautama (cf. Gotama) 63, 
105, 151 

Gautamasitra (cf. Nydyasitra) 
147 

Gautamiyasitraprakasa 186f 
GhateSopadhyaya 114 
Giridharopadhyaya 197, 199 
Gitatika 135 
Goloka Nyayaratna 201 
Gokulanatha Upadhyaya 45, 


113, 190, 1938, 194n, 
195-8, 202£ 
Gopala 1, 175, 183 
Gopinatha “49, 64, 102, 162 
“Kaviraja 10, 131 

Gotama ( сЁ, Gautama also ) 
96, 150 
Gotrapanji 98 
Govardhana 102 
Govinda 191 
“candra 47,49 
“raja 91 
“Thakkura 181 
Gudharthadipika 49 
“tattvaloka 204 
Gunananda Vidyavagisa 182 
Gunaratna 43n, 55, 101 
Сада ( -hiranavali ) 129 
“Jalada 129, 172 
“Megha 172 
“rahasya 130 
“prakata 60, 114, 172 
“upaya 129 

'wiveka 


и 


Gupta-a Tantrika 48 
Halegvara 171 
Haridása Nyayalaikara 95, 115 
Hariharasubhasita. 168 
Harimišra 118,121 

-Grammaran — 121n 
Harinathopadhyaya — 94f, 101 


Hari Sarman 151 
Harirama Tarkavagisa 16 


Harivarna 135 
Hergavardhana 1# 
Hemacandra 46 
Hetukhandana 62 
History of Bengal 54n 
History of Dharmasastra 144 


History of Indian Literature 99 
History of Indian Logic In 
History of Navyanyaya in Ben- 
gal and Mithila in 
History of Tirkut 1n, 5n, 100, 

103, 158, 203 


Tndex ( Hall ) 36, 137 
Indian Logic 99 
Indian Logic and Atomism ae 
9 

Indra-Grammarian 56 
Indradatta 26 
Téanadeva 43 
Iévaravada. 14, 69 

°dusana 17 
Ifvarasiddhi 2 61 
Tgvarasena 31 
Isvarasadhanadasana 11 
Jagaccandra 50 


Jagaddhara 1945 


(м) 


Jagadguru 93, 117 
Jagadindu 30 
Jagadia Tarkālatnkāra 68f, 
153, 197-9, 202, 204f 
Jagannütha Tarkapafícanana 


128, 168 
Jaimini 145 
Jalada 172 
Jalevara Vahinipati 67, 126 
Jambüvijaya 4n 


Janakinatha ( Bhattacirya- 
cadamani) 636, 69, 130 


Jayanáráyapa 

Муйуарайсйпапа 127 
Jayarama 182 
Jayacandra 41, 69 


Jayadeva (Pakgadhara) 72, 
75, 80, 85, 89f, 93, 99,115, 
120, 122-8, 130, 133, 135, 
153-6, 159-65, 171f, 184, 


199 

Jayadeva (Plyüsavarsa) 125 
Jayaditya 30 
Jayanta 17£,34,37,97,145,151 
Jayüpida 31 
Jinendrabuddhi 30f 
Timoddhara 180f 
Jitari 29 
Jivananda Țhākura — 201n 
Jivanitha Mifta 113£, 138, 
141,197 

Jřānacandra 50 
Jñanašribhadra 14 


Jõānaśrimitra 13f, 140, 15,176, 
28{, 33, 36, 41, 52-4, 54n, 106 


Jyotihsarasahgraha 176 
Jyotisatattva 175 
Kailaga Siromani 197 
Kaiyyata 198 
Kalakaumudi 189 
Kalapaparisista 118 
Kanabhakga (Kanada) 57 
Kanacarya 30 
Kanada 576 141 
Kanadarahasya 10, 135, 137, 

140-2 
Kanada Тагкауа а 94, 1526 
Kaitcanamalini 151 


Kandali (Nyaya-) 9-13,22,73, 
55, 63, 66, 76, 140 
Kandalikira 8f, 27, 66, 73, 76, 
1176, 142, 145 

Kane 144 
Kanikakara ( Vacaspati 1) 11 
Kantakoddhara 165, 1766, 179, 


181 

°(-Pratyakga) 129 

Kapila 141 
Karna 54n 


Karyakaranabhdvasiddhi 14 


Katika 11, 30£, 121n, 198 
Kāśikākāra 11 
Katihavivaranapattjiha 30 
Kafifivastuti 203 
Katantra 73 
°pradipa 10, 73 
Kaumudikara 175 
-Siddhantavagia 175 
Kaunda Bhatta 198 
Kaviratna 


202, 


— 


(м) 


Kavyakaumudi 
“pradipa 
“prakata 

Keith 

Kelava 


189 

181 

129 

11, 99, 124 
65f, 187 
-son of Narahari 157 

-Miśra 64, 111, 188 

-Miśra Tarkācārya 186 
Khadganātba Jha 197 
Khageéa 203 
Khandana(-khandakhadya) 3, 
42-4, 46f, 506, 74, 91, 102, 
139, 150f, 171, 205 
“bhasamani — 151f 

“kuthara 197 

°prakata ш 

(Pūrva) 129 

ьп 70, 138-40 

-uddhára 42,99,111, 

137, 145, 149-51, 51n 
Khandanakáre (krt) 48, 65, 87, 
91 


Khandanoddbárakàra 145 
Khantara Mira 183f, 186 
Kiranavali — 4f, 8-11, 34, 36, 
39, 57, 595, 62, 69, 71, 

74, 93£, 117 

(Dravya?) 40 
(Gud) 3, 10, 41 

> 51 
Kiranavaliniruktiprakasa 137 
-Pahsadhari 117 
-Prakasa 12n, 118 
Komala 185 


Krparama Tarkavagiga 81,153 


Krsnadasa Sarvabhauma `129#, 


134, 154 

Krepa Мита, 8n, 32 
Krspamürti Sarman 116n 
Krtya-pradipa 143 
“ratnakara 66 
Ksanabhangadhyaya 14, 105 
Ksanabhañgasiddhi 18,29 
Kgemendrabhadra 26 
Ksirasvamin 47 
Kullükabhatta 91 
Kumarila 13, 26-28, 57 
Kundahadambari 194, 196 


КизитайдаН ( Nyaya k” also) 
2-4, 5n, 32, 35, 37-41, 435, 
65, 72, 75, 87, 90, 93, 108, 

130, 133, 151, 198 
"bodharii 35, 131 
-Jalada 129, 172 
-Karikavyakhya 72, 

13t 
-makaranda 71, 125, 
130, 133Е 

-prakata of Vardha- 
mana 72f, 84, 92, 98, 
100, 1105, 117, 133, 


172, 205 

-Saurabha 100 

-tippana. 197 

“upaya 129 

wivka 17 
-uyakhya ( $айкага 

Mitra) 132 

Laghavagaüravarahasya 19] 

Laghubharata én 


( уш ) 


Laghi 38 
Laksanamala 26, 43 
(of Sivaditya) 62 
Laksanawah 2, 59, 66, 201 
“prakata 202 


Lilavati (also Nyaya-) 11%, 55, 
60f, 75, 93, 120, 1406, 166 
“jalada 172 


“kanthabharana 131,135£, 
Lilavatikrt 151 
Lilavati-megha n 


“praka$a (or upaya) 
68, 75, 77, 111, 118, 
129, 142, 166, 172 
°Širomani 153 
*süci 173 
"upàya-Jalada 129 
"viva — 75, 117, 118, 
120f, 166 
45, 1246 165, 174, 
182, 184£ 
.23 


‘Madhava 


kara 

°сагуа 153 
“Mi$ra ( Son of Gada- 

dhara ) 171f 

“(Son of Jayadeva) 1716, 

186 

"(Son of Khüntari) 182 

Sarasvati 114 

Madhustidana Sarasvati | 137 

Thakkura 129, 165, 174, 

176-8, 180-2, 1916, 

200, 204 

Madbyamaka 145 


Magha 151, 199 
Mahabharata 92, 191 
Mahābhāşya — 118, 174, 177 
Mahddana-nirnaya 157 
-paddhati 103 
Mahadeva 175 
-Somayaji 2 
Mahavidyavidambana. 62 
Mahavrata 32f, 58, 67 
Mahendrasüri 46 
Mahega Ny&yaratna 201, 203 
Thakkura 45, 166, 

172, 114-6, 179, 181, 

185f, 199£ 

Mahimabhatta 46 
Mahipala 54n 
Mahipati 169 
Mahodadhi 32f 
Maighi (cf, Jalada & Megha ) 
182 

Maitreya 157 
Mallinatha ` 3 
Makarandakira 72 
Mammata 46 
Manamanohara 56, 84, 90 
Mandana Miéra 13, 22, 25-7, 
198 

Mani ( Tattvacintamani ) m 
Manidhara 89 
Manikantha Мита 76,7%, 
82-1, 97, 101%, 141, 148, 150£ 
Manikanthatika 149 
Manimayakha 113, 135, 153 


"prahaa 111, 156, 1611" 


(к) 


Manisara 162 
"pha 69, 124, 134, 142 
Mañjari 17 
Mantrakaumudi 189, 189n, 
190, 192 

Mantragastra 177 
Manusamhita 35, 91, 129 
“tika 92 
Masamimansa 195 


Mathuranatha Tarkavagiga 
9, 75, 81, 95, 121 


Mathuri 114 
Mayanandanit 63 
Megha 172,174 
Мїтайза 150, 156, 173, 177, 
190f 

Mimañsaka 167 
Mimansamahamava 94, 125, 
136, 141, 151 
Mithyatvanirukti 197 
Moksakara Gupta 18,29 
Mookerjee's Magazine 99 
Murari Mióra 68, 92, 114, 141, 
146 

Muktavali 105, 202 
Mukunda Thakur 201 
Nag-tsho 53 
Naisadha(carita) 42, 46f, 49£ 
#fika 49 
Nandana 92 
Nandilya Сора 32, 68 
Naitvadatiha 131 
Nanyadeva 59f 


Narahari 86,113,122-125,155, 
157,159,164,166,171,181,184 


Narasithha 151, 168 
Narayana 43 
°Ксагуа 30 
Sarvajia 62, 91, 101, 

102 

Naropanta 15, 53 
Navyadharmapradipa 153 
Nayanaprasadini 101 
Nayaviveka 68, 92 
Nayapāla 26, 53n, 54n 


Nibandha (cf. Parifuddhi) 3,40, 
70, 72, 118, 137, 172 


Nibandhadarpana 167 
Nibandhakrt ` 157 
Nibandhana 67 
Nibandhaprakāśa 40, 111 
“tika 14 
"uddyota. ТОЕ 
Nirnayakāra 115 
Notices (Н. Р. Sastri) 131,166, 
- 189 
Nrga 24 
Nrsithbayajvan 82 


Nyasa (cf, Kasikavivarana- 
panjika) 30, 176 


Nyàya ` 187, 190, 193 
Ny&ya-bhüskarakara 94 
Nyaabhasya 147, 198, 205 
"bhasyatika 16 

29, 35%, 57 

3, 151 

Nydyacintamani 86 
darsana 1,20 
“dipa 160 
°kandali 8 


(x) 


11, 17, 22f, 
25-7 
°Rusumañjali 3 
“alakara — 2n, 43, 43n 
Nyayalamkarana (Bhasarvajfia) 
16, 36 
Nyayalilavati ( also Lilavati ) 
32, 55f, 118, 153, 173 
“darpana 166 
"locana 115,141 
Nyšyalocanakšra(krt) 114f,145 
Nyàya-mahargava 177 
°mantjari (of Jayanta) 


Nyayakanika 


17,34 

“muktavali 2,59 
""muktavalidarpana 166 
?nibandhaprakaía 17, 
110f 

°paritista 3, 34,87, 
110,172 
*parifisaprakafa 110 
"parifuddhi 38 
°prakirnaka 16 
“rahasya 69, 130, 146 
“тата 17, 82-6, 148, 
150, 150n 

“ratnakara 61 
°ratnaprakasa 1416, 
150 

“sara 16, 35£ 
"sáravicra. 16, 36 
°siddhantadipa 87, 94, 
182, 185 
*siddhantamamjari 64, 


130 


Nyayasiddhantatattua 197 
, sücinibandha 29, 52, 
147 
Sma 3, 61, 69, 144, 
146f, 186 
"sütravivarana. 110 
“оптат 146 
“satroddhara 147 
“tattvdloka 144, 144n. 
*yürtiha. 6, 198 
*vürtikatatparyapari- 
fuddhi 3,110 
Padamaftjart 118 
Padarthapravesa 55, 141 
“tattvafika 131 
Padavakyaratnakara 197 


Padmanabha Misra 10,45,57, 
68, 111, 122f, 127-9 

Pag. Sam: 26 
Paksadhara 72, 75f, 93f, 115f, 
118f, 121, 128, 

133, 153, 163, 


166, 169 

Paksadhati (Dravya-) — 117 
Paksadharoddhara 1224, 128 
Paksadharopadhyaya 82, 118, 
165 

Pakjatà 205 
 Paficadafi 44 
Paficamatika 117 


Paiicikakara (cf, Salikanatha ) 
35 


134 


Panditavijaya 
30, 197 


Panini 


Cx) 


Panji 5n, 976, 110, 121, 156f, 

162, 168, 171 

Paramakoşakāra 58 

Paramānanda Thakkura 196 
Paramanyāyācārya ( Vācas- 

patil) 58 

Paramešvara Jha 201 

Paribhasavrtti 121n 

Pariksa 126 

Paritista 4,73 


“prakata 3, 61, 77, 111 
Parimala ( on Kusumañtjali ) 
725, 133 


Parituddhi (cf. Nibandha) 2,46, 
ТЬ 154, 19f, 31, 33, 436, 


516, 74 

°prakasa 3 
Pagupati 163, 169 
Peterson 65, 89 
Pitambara Vidyanidhi — 193f 
Pitrbhaktitarangini 145, 158 
Pitrdayita 128 
Prabandhakosa 47 
Prabha ( on Tattoacintamani ) 
158-60, 162 

(Pratyahgo-) 155 
Prabhakara 13, 26f, 35, 41, 
61, 105 

Piábhakara Мута ( Mimathsa- 
ka) 74 

"School 32#, 35, 15, 87, 

94,97 

“Upadhyaya 60,69,74f, 

* 118, 145. 
Prabodhacandrodaya ^— 32,68. 


Prabodhasiddhi 3, 
Pragalbhacarya 45, 69, 71, 74, 
78, 85, 93f, 108, 127, 
1385, 153-6, 160-2, 179 


Pragalbhi 165 
(Pratyaksa?). 94, 155n 
Prajfakara 31£, 37, 145 
Prakaranapancika 35, 67 
Prakafa 59, 137, 166, 172, 
198, 201 
°makaranda. 133 
Prakasika (of Bhagiratha) 172 
Pramána-mastjari 56 
"pallava 119 
“parayana ( of Salika- . 
natha 125 
“prakasa | 84 
“samuccaya 31 
"uddyota 70 


“wartikalamkara ЗІ, 
Prameyanibandhaprakaía 110, 


118, 145 
Prasannaraghava 124, 127 
Prasanna Tarkaratna 201 
Pragastapada 5, 35, 58, 141, 
Prasastapadabhasya 4,7£,34,55 
Pratyagrüpa |. 60 


Pratyaksa (cintamani) 61, 63,. 
11, 94, 123, 198 

“aloka 119, 125, 122, 

E 133, 1590. 


E *alckasdramatjari 154, 


5.164, 198 
"alkadipika — “165 


(х) 


#alokaprasatani 129, 
154 

“cintamanipraka$a 
154n 
°darpana 12 
°dasanoddhara 155,184 
°kantakoddhara 181 
°manipariksa 18 
“manitika 87 
“Mitra 129 
niaya 150 
"viveha. 117f 
Praudha Саида Naiyayika 19 
Prayascittaprakarana 95 
Priticandra 23 
Pritigarma 169 
Prthvidharācārya 16 
Pajapradipa, 181f 
Pundarikaksa Vidyasigara 70, 
73 
Punyaslokamarjari 48 
Purana 191 
Purusapariksa 42, 59 
Purugottama 58 
"deva 118, 121n 
Parvamimarnsa 153 
Raghavan + 30n, 102 
Raghavendra Sarasvati 91 


“tirtha 39, 159 


Raghudeva Nyàyülabkara 127 
Raghunandana 175f 
Raghunitha 151f 


Raghunatha Siromani ( Siro- 
mani also ) 172, 176f 
°Vidyalankara 45, 139 


Raghupati 169 
Rajakulapada 18 
Rajanitiratnakara. 103. 
Rájasekhara 8, 8n, 47, 55 
Rajasütra. 12 
Rajatarañgini 31 


Ramabhadra Sārvabhauma 69, - 
22, 130, 133, 146. 
Ramabhadri 1307, 133 
Ramadisa Upadhyaya 173 
R(amünitha)Jhà 1240, 169n, 
194n 


Rāmanātha Tarkaratna 171 
Rümünuja school 38 
Ramaraja 178-80 
Rāmeśvara 24 
“Bhafta 173 
Rasarnava 134 
Rasasara 34, 55, 60, 101 
Ratnškara 103 
Ratnakirti — 11,11n,15-17, 
17n, 18, 28, 33, 36, 
41, 53, 106. 
Ratnahirtinibandhauali 11n,18, 
18n, 23n 
Ratnakosa 76-79, 87, 141, 
150f 
Ratnakosaküra 76,78£,87,150n 
Ratnakosavicara 416 
Ratnapani һа ^ 203 
Ravinàtha 163, 169 
Ravilvara. 94 
Rayamukuta * 92 
Rddhinatha Jha 201 
Renukakarika 118. 


( xii ) 
Report: Bhandarkara 47n “siddhi 14 
: Peterson 8n, 89 | Sakhapanji 97, 168 
Rjuvimala 26 | Saktivada 197 
Spattcika 35 | Salikanatha ( See Paficikikara 

Rucitiha 23 also ) 26, 32-5, 67 


Rucidatta 65f, 77, 93, 97, 99, 
108, 120, 126f, 133, 


155, 169 
Rudradhara Upadhyaya 156 
Rudra Nyayavacaspati 127 
Rudra Tarkavagiéa 7 


Rüpanitha Thakkura 199-201 
барата 146 
Sabda(cintamani) 806, 94, 106, 

1086, 121, 129 


“aloka 199 
“alokaviveka 182 
Salokoddyota 617,126 
“Gopinatha 129 
"halpadruma — 24,122, 

160, 180 

“mala 24 
°manipariksa 666, 95, 

115 

#maniprakasa 66, 115 
?nirnaya. 150 
°Pragalbhi 160 
°Saktiprakasika 68, 

198f 

°Tvanta 129 
Saccaritamimamsa | 185 
Saddartanasamuccayaurtti 43n, 
101 

Sahasradhikarana ` 153 
Sakarasañgrahatastra “14 


Silivahana 59 
Samanyanirukti 200, 205n. 
Samayapradipa 180 
“pradipajimoddhara 180 
“rahasya 131 
Sanatani 19f, 141, 146 
ankara 34, 120 
Sankarabhasya 199 
байката Bhatta 1736 
°Rearya 27, 33, 151 
°Асагуа (Vedántin) 35, 

141 


Мита 2n, 3, 108, 14, 
19,43, 45, 59,68, 70,72, 
79, 85, 91, 109, 113-5, 
125, 130-43, 151£,157,. ; 
162f, 166, 172, 202 
°( Naiyayika) 16, 29; 


335, 36. 

“Svamin 34 
Sankari 3 
*( on-Khandana? ) 51 
Sankhya 27, 146 
Sahkhyaparimanam 188. 
Sankhyasara 17 
“satra 141 
Santagopala Jha 197n 
Saptapadarthi 61-3, 90 
°padarthacandrika” 66. 


Sarabha g 30 


(ху) 


Sarayantra 194n, 195 
“yantri 193, 194n 
Sarvabhauma 41, 67, 73, 80f, 
83,85, 115,152, 156, 

1616, 168, 178f 


SarvadarSanasathgraha 2 
Sarvadeva 56 
Sarvajtia. 91 

"náráyana 92 
 Sarvajtasiddhi 16 
Sarvafabdabhávacarca 14 


Safadharácrya 87, 896, 94, 97 
102 


Satadharavyakhya(Paksadhara) 
119 


Saginatha Jha 205n 
Sastri H.P, 100, 137, 150, 157, 
166, 176, 189 

Satpratipaksa 205 
Saugata 146 
Sautrantika 146 
Savyabhicara 205 
Sayana 153 
Schiefner 26 
$ 94 
2 

Setutika 68 
Siddhamtjana 127£, 182 
. Siddhantalaksana 204 
"haumudi (Devanatha) 

189 

“rahasya 33 

“sara 201 

"айта 196 
“tattvaviveka 165 


Siddharaja 89 
Si&ghana 64 
Sihha-vyaghri 107 
Sinha S. М. 1n, 158 


Siromani 80,87,105,116,125f, 
152, 155£, 160, 162, 

168, 176, 178£, 184, 

196, 198 

Sivacandra Sarvabhauma 197 
Sivaditya Migra 3, 40,56, 61-4, 
18,146,90,167,199 


Sivapati 1598, 163 
SivaSahtisiddhi 48 
Sivasiiba 169, 169n. 
Slokavartika п 
Smrti-haumudi 189 
°maharnava 157 
“paribhasa 112 
“sudhakara 173 
Sondadopadhyaya 80-2, 85, 
146, 199 

Spharti 127 
Sraddhakalpa 129, 143, 156 
*pallava 16 

, “pradipa 112 
Šridatta 177, 180 


Éridharacarya 8, 8n, 9-13, 27f, 
31, 55, 66, 167 

ri 157, 183 
arsa 12, 38, 41-51, 54, 60, 
64, 84, 102, 139, 150 


sadeva 13 

ira 49-51 
$rikantha 43 
$rikara 61, 92, 97, 183. 


ES 


(ху) 

Srivallabhacarya 55-61, 64, | Tarka-prakasa 111 
15%, 90, 123, 142 “sahgraha 13 

Srivatsa 0-2, 29, 49 “tandava 39, 102, 160 
Srivatsesvara 49 “(of Ксбауа) 188 
Stcherbatsky 25 | Tarkikacidamani 176 
Stein 136, 138 | Tarkikaraksa 3, 50, 71 
Sthairyavicara 47f | Tatparyacirya 22,58,58n,151 
Sthirasiddhi 33£ | Tatparya(pari)fuddhi 316, 57 
°dusana — 33, 106 | Tatparyatika 5, 7, 11, 16, 19, 

Suali 99 216, 24, 28f, 33, 46, 
S(ubhadra) Jha 158 576 146, 198, 205 
Subhüti 30 | Tattvabindu 22 
Subodha 200f “bodha 19,63,102,111,151 
Sucarita Мута 11, Hn “cintamani (Cintamani & 


Sucikara Upadhyaya 126, 157, 


173. 173n 
Suddhibimba 166 
Sulocanamadhava 204 
Sum po 54n 
Sundara Thakura 173 
Surapati 169, 169n 
Surendralal Tarkatīrtha 110 
Sureévara 186 
Sutrakara 20, 22, 56 
Tandibrahmana 145 
Tantrakaumudi 189-91 
Tantravartika 7 
‘Taranatha 26, 54n 
Tarani Miéra 76-9,101,145,150 
Татара 202 
Tarka 191 


Tarkabhāşa (of Moksškara) 18 
“(of Kedava) 29, 42, 

64f, 102, 111 

#prakafika — .34 


Mani also) 
72, 94, 96, 104, 108, 111, 
116f, 120, 128-130, 150, 

150n,151-2,159,164,176 


“didhiti 197 
Tattvacintāmaņikāra 98 
Tattuadipini 194n 

"haumudi 28,57 


“aloka | 68,70,78,81,115, 
129, 144n, 146, 


149, 151 
"mimaya: 82, 121,165 
*pradipika 62 
°samiksa 2 


Tika ( Tatparya- ) 15, 60, 151 
Tika ( Kiranavali- ) 57 
Tikakara 22,145 
Tippanaka ( of Srikanthe ) s 
Tithitattvacintamani 175 

Tridandimatabhasyakara 35 
Trilocana 6, 16, 23, 28f, 33, 36Е 


( xú ) 


Tripadinitinimaya 92 
"Trisütri-nibandhavyakhya 137, 
166 

“tattvabodha 18, 110 
Tritalavacchedakatavada 205n 
“Tautātika 57 
“Tvantopadhyaya 72, 128-30, 
133f 

Udayabhadra 89 
CUdayanácárya 1-11, 11n, 12, 


14-5, 18, 20-2, 29, 31, 35, 

ЭТЕ, 40-5, 50-2, 54, 56-66, 

69, 72, 74,84, 87, 91,93f, 

97, 102, 108, 110, 123, 

137, 145,161f, 166f, 0и 

"Udayanacarita. 

Uddyota ( on Nibandha of 

Divakara ) 70, 72, 118, 

137, 145, 166, 177 


Uddyotakara 23, 68 
Umipati 187 
Umesha Misra 67f, 197n 
Upadhidarpana 167 
*vartika 63 
Upamana(-cintamani) 75, 97, 
8, 190 


“sañgraha 74,108,127 
Upaskara (Vaisegikastitra-) 59, 
91, 113, 131, 141f 
Upayakaraka 110 
Vácaspati І 5, 118, 16-23, 23n, 
24, 14-9, 31, 33-38, 46, 

52, 571, 81, 87, 146f, 153, 

158, 205 


Vacaspati II 2n, 11, 19, 45, 68, 
70,77-9,85Е,98Е,109,111, 

137, 143, 1456, 149-56, 

162, 181, 194 

Vaccá Jha (Dharmadatta) 203, 
205 


Vadanyaya 23 

Vadivagigvara 56, 64, 90 

Vádindra — 8f, 55, 60, 62, 64, 
1016 167° 


Vadivinoda 19, 68, 79, 86, 113, 
115, 131, 134£, 137, 140-2, 202 


Узда 198, 202£ 
|. Vaibhasika 146 
Мае Ка 2, 176, 193 
Vaisesikadarsana 49 
“satra 141 
“sutravrtti 47 
Vaivasvatasiddhanta 176 
°sira 176 

Vakyapadiya 199 
Vallabhácárya 141 
Vamadeva Upadhyaya 194 
Vamana 30f 
Vamanavrtti 146 
Vanapála 26 


Vahge Navyanydyacarcd — 8n, 
104n, 114, 126, 130, 

152, 185 

Varadaraja 35, 102, 134, 167 
Varadavignumigra 38 
Vardhamina ( author of Gana- 
ratnamahodadhi ) 4 
Vardhamana ( Navya ) 91 


(wi) 


Уагаһатоёпа Upadhyaya 3, 9f, 
12, 16, 19£, 346, 40, 45, 
56, 58-61, 63, 65, 68-70, 
72, 74-8, 84f, 92-4, 9ТЕ, 
100, 102, 104, 109-12, 
114, 117, 123, 129, 1338, 
137, 139, 142f, 145, 151, 


160, 198, 205 
Vargaganya 146 
Vartika 7, 16, 23 
Vasavadatta 194 
Vasubandhu 146 
Vasudeva 86, 119, 123f, 126 


“Sarvabhauma ( see 
Sürvabhauma also ) 66, 70, 
83, 126, 151, 155 
Vatesvara (Upadhyaya) 58, 94, 
118, 120f, 125, 136, 146, 
151, 163-9, 169n, 170, 
177, 101, 104, 113, 164 
Vecana Jha 197n 
Veda 191 
Vedanta 22, 35, 41, 151, 171, 
173, 177, 187, 190, 193, 204 


Vedantatirtha, N.C. 132 
Vehkatanatha 38 
Vedanta school 106 
Venis 111 
Vibhaktyarthanirnaya 197 
Vidhiviveka 25, 27 


Vidyabhüsana, $C. ` In, 5n, 6, 

15, 26, 31f, 53n, 54n, 
bou et y 89, 96, 99, 121 
Vidyakokila 53 


Vidyanivasa Вһаасатуа 66, 


80, 85, 87, 114 

Vidyapati 42,59 
Vidyapatigitasahgraha 158 
Vidyáranya 4 
Vidyasagara 102 
Vidyasagari 43, 91 
Vijayacandra 47, 49 
Vijayaprasasti 49 
Vijayasena 49 
Vilasa 2 
Vilāsakāra 71 
Vitalamalauati 31 
Visnupurana 121 
Vignupuri 169n, 
Viguddhananda Sarasvati ` 203 
Visvadhara. 187f 
Viévakarman 66, 102 
Viévanatha 163, 169, 186, 188 
Jha 2, 201-3 
°Райсапапа 45, 146f 

“tirtha 185 
Vigvartipa 23 
Visvebvara. 182 
Vivarana 67, 92, 151 
Vivaranakara 8 
Vivaranapanjika 7 
Vivecana 200 
Viveka 6%, 119 
Vivekakara 119-21 
Vitti £ A04. 
Vytti(Kasikas) 30 

Vyakarariasiddhanta- 

suddhanidhi ` 182 


(ox) 


Vyaktiviveka ` ~ 46 | Vyomavati 8, 10-3, 58, 140^ 
Vyapticatca 14 | Weber 99 
Vyaptiniranya 14 | Wilson 24 
Vyaptipaticaka 204 | Yadunitha Sirvabhauma 1970. 
Vyaptyanugama 205 | Yajtiapati 80f, 856, 1226, 126, 
Vyavahatracintdmani 129 135, 154-56, 158f, 161, 
Vyäsatīrtha 39, 102, 116 163, 165, 169, 171, 184 
Vyomasikhacarya 12n | Yajñefvara 167 
Vyomaéivicdrya — 11f,12n, | Yoginimaya 14 

13, 58 | Yuktidipika 28 


ЕВВАТА 

Page 7 line for Read 

48 21 яг тб" зарбае Еч чта? 

74 5 Udyota Uddyota 

80 б апер забар 

88 2 lecunas lacunas 

26 ахасЧу exactly 

118 25 Jateivara Vatesvara 
122 26  Phsadharoddhara  Paksadharoddhara 
142 п ий Уш 
160 15 Yejiapati Yajfiapati 
165 12 quarel quarrel 
168 27 wp quem 
184 17 Gurukarana Gurucarana 
195 19  Mahomedan(?) Hindu — 


Ina few cases ‘ch’ has inadvertently been used instead 
`of ‘o for tl 


MITHILA INSTITUTE SERIES 


A. Works of Ancient writers critically edited 
with Introductions etc. 


1, Tattvacintamani : Neologic, by Gañgeśa Upadhyaya with 
Aloka of Jayadeva and Darpana of Mahesa Thakur ; edited by 
Dr, Umesha Mira ( Vol, I, pt. I ), 1957, Rs, 12700 


2. Kavyaparikga : Rhetorics, by Srivatsaliiichana Bhatticirya, 
edited for the first time by Dr. P. L. Vaidya, 1956, Вв. 8'00 


3. Parijataharana : Epic poem, by Kavikarnapüra edited for 
the'firet time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur, 1956, Rs. 8'00 


4. Kawyalahsanaratnaíri: — Rhetorics, by Ratnaérijiiana of 
Ceylon (on the Kavyadaría of Dandin ) edited for the first 
time by Prof, Anantalal Thakur & Prof. Upendra Jha, 1957, 
Rs, 15°00 
5. VaiSesikadarsana : with an old and anonymous commentary, 
edited for the first time by Prof. Anantalal Thakur, 1957, 
Re. 650 


6. Abhimanafakuntalam : Drama, Maithil version with the 
commentaries of Sahkara and Narahari edited for the first time 
by Prof, Ramanath Jha 1957, Rs. 1500 


т. Agamadambara : Drama of Jayanta Bhatta, 
In preparation 
«8, Lilavati with Vasana : Astronomy, 
| In the Press 
9. VignupurZga : critical edition, 
‘Undertaken 


B. Works by Modern Sanskrit Scholars 


1. Місаіл Writings of late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma 
Voll 1956, Ree 10°00 

2, Tritalavacchedakatavada : by Pandit Shashinath Jha, 1956, 
Re 450 


3; Lifigavacanavicara : by the late Pandit Dinabandhu Ља 
1954, Re.- 


4. Vimandalavakravicara : by Pandit Dayanath Jha, mE 
Rs. 2700 


C. Studies in English. 


1. History of Mithila : by Dr. Upendra Thakur, ms. 
Rs, 17:50 


2. Vacaspati Misra оп Advaita Vedanta: by Dr. 5, 8. 
Hasurkar, In the Press 
3. History of Navya-Nyaya in Mithila: by Prof. Dinesh- 
chandra Bhattacharya, 1958, Re. 13:50 
Nu B.—Copies of these publications, postage paid can be had of the 


Director, Mithila Institute, Darbhanga, on payment of price | 
marked either by M. О, or Postal Order or Cash, ! 
"s 
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